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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE print elsewhere an order of transfer of 35 actions from 
Mr. Justice Norru, 45 actions from Mr. Justice Srreuine, and 
35 actions from Mr. Justice Byrvyz, to Mr. Justice Cozens-Harpy, 
for the purpose only of trial or hearing. 


Dvcrine rue last fortnight Mr. Francis A. Sreivcer, of the 
Central Office, has, with the conseat of the proper authority in 
England, been engaged in Dublin as member of a departmental 
committee appointed by the Lord Chancellor of Ireland to 
inquire into certain matters concerning the work of the Irish 
legal departments. 








WE BELIEVE that steps have been taken by the Incorporated 
Law Society, in conjunction with the provincial law societies, 
with regard to the glaring breach of faith of the undertaking 
on which the Land Transfer Act, 1897, was allowed to pass into 
law involved in the insertion in the Small Houses (Acquisition 
of Ownership) Bill of the clause to which we drew attention 
last week. The progress and result of these pa 
are, as usual, kept profoundly secret, but it is hoped that, 
now the attention of the Government has been called to this 
strange violation of a solemn compact publicly entered into in 
the House of Commons, the objectionable clause will disappear. 





In ANSWER to a question in the House of Commons with refer- 
ence to the recent case of Reg. v. Glamorganshire County Council 
(ante, p. 457), which we commented upon last week, Mr. Conrinas 
stated that the legal points to which that case gave rise were 
still under consideration. We are in a position to state that, 
although no final decision has yet been come to, the case has 
created considerable stir both at the War Office and the Home 
Office, and that it is practically certain, either that the Attorney- 





rh — 


General will take up the matter with a view to testing the decision 
in the Court of Appeal, or that, if it should appear, as seems 
possible, that neither the War Office nor the county is liable, and 
that the case is unprovided for, legislation will at once be iatro- 
duced to supply the omission. It is manifest that some action is 
necessary, an _ - matter cannot be left age it is without 
causing t public inconvenience or possi anger, not to 
speak of individual hardship and loss. ‘or, while the 





Glamorganshire case stands, the authorities will be greatly 
28 
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hampered in the future in dealing with riots or disturbances 
of a serious character, since they will not be able to call in the 
military to their aid if they have no power to provide for their 
proper lodging and maintenance. Moreover, the individual 
tradesmen who supplied goods to the amount of many hundreds 
of pounds on the faith of assurances that the county would pay, 
will be heavy losers, uuless, as is to be hoped, they are to be paid 
by way of grace, if such a course is possible, by the county or the 
War Office. 





THe casE of Eaton v. Tapley (ante, p. 458) illustrates 
the great difficulty which often arises in reconciling different 
rules of court made from time to time, apparently without due 
consideration of the way in which any new rule may re-act upon 
previously existing rules which are not immediately connected 
with the subject of the new rule, In that case it was contended 
that a notice of a defence of a statute of limitations, filed in 
accordance with ord. 10, r. 10, of the County Court Rules, 
1888, and in the form 95« prescribed by rule 14a, was 
bad because it did not give year, chapter, and section 
of the statute as provided by rule i8@ of ordcz 10. Now, 
rule 14, as originally published in 1889, provided that such 
notice should be in the form 95, and form 95 was as follows: 
“That the claim is barred by a statute of limita- 
tions [here set forth the statute and the date from which it 
began to run].” At this date rule 182 did not exist, and only 
came into force in 1892. In 1895, however, rule 14 was 
annulled and replaced by rule 14, which prescribes a new form 
of notice (952), which omits the directions as to setting out the 
statute and date contained in the old form. It seems as if it 
had been considered that rule 18 more effectually provided for 
that, as it provides ‘‘ that the defendant shall set forth the year 
chapter, and section of the statute, or the short title thereof, and 
the particular matter on which he relies.” But in Eaton v. 
Tapley the court rejected the view that rule 18a applied at all to 
notice of a defence of a statute of limitations, holding that it 
was only a general provision which did not apply to the defence 
of a statute of limitations, since that was specially provided for 
by rule 14a. The anomalous result of this decision is that, in 
the case of such a defence, it is not necessary to give the details 
directed to be given by rule 18; but that, in the case of any 
other statutory defence, such details must be given. 





Tuere 1s always a danger in making alterations in practice 
that the rights of parties may be found to have been altered as 
well, and such a result is, of course, to be avoided whenever 
practicable. Upon this principle was given the decision of 
Srietivxe, J., in Le Atkinson (46 W. R. 439), which has recently 
been affirmed by the Court of Appeal (ante, p. 455). Under 
the former practice with regard to granting administration to 
the estate of a married womap who had left a will, probate was 
first granted to the executors in respect of the personal estate 
which the married woman had power to dispose of and had 
disposed of by will, and then letters of administration ceterorum 
were granted to her husband. In the ordinary course the 

passing under the will would be only such as was 
the separate estate of the married woman or over which she had 
a — of disposition independently of her husband. But her 
other property would equally pass under the will if the husband 
assented to such a disposition, and he was held to have assented 
if he took out probate of the will generally and not limited to 
property which she could dispose of: Ex parte Fane (16 Sim. 
406). For this assent a reason, though merely a technical one, 
existed. He had it in his power to set up the will in part only, 
and he had chosen to set it up entirely. Hence he could not 
subsequently dispute any of its provisions. But in consequence 


generally, and cannot protect himself as formerly by a limited 
probate from being held to have assented to a disposal of her 
non-separate property. It follows, as Srmruine, J., and now the 
Court of Appeal have held in Re Atkinson, that general probate 
is no longer evidence of assent on the part of the husband, and 
legatees of the non-separate property must be prepared in such 
a case with evidence that the assent has been actually given. 





Last wEEK’s Workmen’s Compensation appeals included a 
case of Holness v. Mackay, in which the members of the court 
differed on an important question—the first occasion (so far as 
we are aware) on which a dissentient judgment has been delivered 
in the Court of Appeal in a case arising under this Act. The 
claim for compensation was made in respect of the death of a 
workman employed by a firm of contractors in widening a 
railway line. The peculiarity of the case lay in the admitted fact 
that the deceased was not actually at work when he met with 
his death, but was on his way to the place where he was bound 
to commence his work a few minutes later. It was not, of 
course, contended that an employer’s liability commences in all 
cases while the workman is only proceeding to the scene of his 
labours, but it was said that the particular circumstances of this 
case gave rise to such a liability. In order to get to his work 
the deceased was obliged to pass along a part of the railway line: 
this was known to his employers, who had in fact directed him at 
what point he was to get on to the line: whether he followed 
these directions or not on the morning of his death did not appear, 
but there was no doubt that he was killed by a passing train 
while proceeding along the line on his way to his work. The 
question was whether this accident arose ‘‘out of and in the 
course of his employment.” The judge of the Newport County 
Court held as a fact that it did, and Romer, L.J., thought that 
under the circumstances this finding ought not to be disturbed : 
this view will commend itself to many; the man’s employment 
required him to pass along an unusually dangerous route, and 
although his work had not actually commenced, it does not seem 
unreasonable to hold that while so proceeding he was acting in 
the course of his employment. It would, however, have been a 
somewhat dangerous precedent, and doubtless attempts would 
have been made to extend it to more ordinary cases where a 
workman was injured by a street accident when on his way to 
work, A. L. Swrrn and Vavenan Wit1iams, L.JJ., held that, 
the accident having occurred in a place which was not the 
locality of the man’s work, and over which the employers had 
no control, there was no liability in respect of it on the part of 
the employers. They distinguished the case mentioned in 


when on his way through the factory of the employers to 
the particular part of the factory where his own work lies: in 
such a case the whole building would be under the control of the 
employers, and the whole court seemed to think that a claim 
for compensation would lie. In Flowers v. Chambers the same 
court unanimously decided that a workman who was injured 
while on board aship which was being unloaded inadock was 
not entitled to compensation as being employed “‘ on, in, or about 
a dock” within the meaning of the Act. It would certainly 
have been straining the language of the Act to hold other- 
wise. A ship is obviously no part of adock, and had the Act 
been intended to apply to work on a sbip it would have been 
easy to express that intention. 





Sivce tue case of Boulter v. The Justices of Kent (46 W. RB. 
114; 1897, A. C. 556) decided finally that justices at a licensing 
meeting are not a court of summary jurisdiction, strange results 
of that decision are being constantly discovered. Many of these 
results follow from the now undisputed principle that no certiorari 





of the increase in separate estate effected by the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, the double administration was in | 
1887 abolished, and since that date probate in the ordinary | 
form—that is, without any restriction—has been granted | 
in respect of the estate of a married woman: Re Amelia! 
Price (12 P. D. 137), and Probate Rules of March, 1887. | 
Consequently, if 2 husband is appointed executor under | 
his wife’s will, he has no choice except to take out probate | 


i 


can lie to such justices, as they do not constitute a court. The 
latest example of this is supplied by the case gf Reg. v. Nicholson, 
heard before a Divisional Court afew days ago. Irom the facts 
proved in this case it appears that the respondent was a licensed 
victualler whose licensed house was pulled down by the corpora- 
tion of Bolton, in order to carry out a scheme of local impreve- 
ments. The respondent in consequence applied at special sessions, 
under section 14 of the Alehouse Act, 1828, for a transfer of this 


argument, by way of illustration, of a workman being injured . 
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licence to a new building. This section provides that, before 
such a transfer can be granted, certain notices must be 
given, but the provisions have been altered in this respect 
by section 40 of the Licensing Act, 1872. Notices of the 
intended application were, however, given under the provisions 
of the old Act, and the alterations effected by the later Act 
were (inadvertently, it is presumed) ignored. When the 
application came before the justices there was no opposition, 
and when the justices asked whether the proper notices had 
been given, they were assured that everything was in order. 
The transfer was accordingly granted. Subsequently a rule was 
obtained for a mandamus to the justices to hear the application 
according to law, on the ground that they had no jurisdiction to 
grant the transfer. It could not be disputed that the justices 
had acted without jurisdiction, as the giving of the proper 
notices was @ condition precedent to their power to grant the 
transfer. If, then, the licensing justices had constituted a court, 
a certiorari might have been granted to bring up and quash the 
order they made without jurisdiction. But according to the recent 
decisions, certiorari will not lie in this case. The question then 
arises, Is it a proper case for mandamus? The court, with 
reluctance, held that it is not. If the question had been ex- 
pressly raised before the justices whether or not the notices 
were regular, and the justices had wrongly decided that they 
were regular, they would be merely making a mistake in law. 
It can hardly be said that their fault was of a different nature 
where they decided wrongly that the notices were regular with- 
out any argument on the peint. There is clearly a wide dis- 
tinction between /earing a matter according to law, and determin- 
ing according to law. It was argued that in this case the 
justices had not heard the application according to law. It 
appears, however, that there was no irregularity in the hearing ; 
it was the determination which was not according tolaw. There- 
fore, the justices were merely wrong in their law, and error in 
law is no ground for a mandamus, If it were, every point of law 
decided by licensing justices might be reviewed by means of a 
mandamus, which would be a distinct innovation. 





OnE or the new bye-laws made by the London County 
Council, which came into operation last October, was impeached 
as to its validity this week before the High Court. The bye- 
law in question provides that ‘no person shall frequent and 
use any street or other public place on behalf either of himself 
or of any other person for the purpose of bookmaking or 
betting, or wagering, or agreeing to bet or wager with any 
person, or paying, or receiving, or settling bets.” The appellant 
in the case of White v. Morley was convicted under the bye-law, 
subject to a case stated; the magistrate finding as a fact that 
he had “frequented” a certain street for the purpose of 
betting. It was not proved, however, that the appellant 
had ever been seen betting with more than one person at a 
time. It was therefore argued that the bye-law was ultra 
vires, a8 by section 23 of the Metropolitan Streets Act, 1867, the 
offence of betting in the streets is dealt with, and under that 
section there must be at least three persons assembled together 
before an offence has been committed. The section provides 
that ‘‘any three or more persons assembled together in any part 
of a street within the Metropolis for the purpose of betting 
shall be deemed to be obstructing the street,” and each of 
them shall be liable to a penalty. The case stated raised 
the validity of the bye-law, and the court decided in 
favour of its validity, and affirmed the conviction. Now, 
it is to be noticed that the statutory provision is apparently 
aimed merely at obstruction. If a person were divest to bet 
ina street without restriction, a crowd would certainly collect 
and traffic would probably be impeded. The statute, also, 
gives the police quite sufficient powers to deal with street 
betting so far as it is likely to cause obstruction; and no 
bye-law is required from this point of view. As far as the 
statute is concerned, however, a bookmaker may walk up and 
down a street, and bet with persons to any extent so long as 
he does not deal with more than one person at a time; and he 
may make a regular practice of this—and no doubt many persons 
do follow this practice. Apart from the bye-law, the position 
of such a bookmaker is made fairly secure by the Kempton Park 


decision. It is just such a bookmaker that the bye-law is 
intended to hit, and, now that its validity has been upheld, does 
hit. The whole subject of the ag of a local authority to 
make such a bye-law was very fully dealt with, just a year 
ago, by an exceptionally strong Divisional Court of seven judges 
in the case of Kruse v. Johnson (46 W. R. 630, [1898] 2 Q. B. 91). 
From this case it is plain that a large discretion is given by 
Parliament to representative bodies to decide whether or not 
anything which may be an annoyance should be considered a 
nuisance in the particular locality, and that this discretion will 
not lightly be interfered with by the High Court. Few 
probably will deny that it would be a very great evil if book- 
makers were allowed constantly to use a certain street in order 
to carry on their calling. Street betting, therefore, seems to be 
a proper subject for the exercise of that large discretion, and the 
bye-law in question appears to be a reasonable one within the 
principle of the case above cited. 





Ir 1s to be presumed that industrial and provident societies 
will not be slow to act upon the opinion expressed by the Lord 
Chief Justice in the recent case of Jessop v. Huddersfield Industrial 
Sceiety, and where necessary, to alter their rules in accordance 
therewith. In the case under consideration, the plaintiff and 
another person preferred rival claims to a sum of money stand- 
ing to the credit of a deceased member of the defendant society. 
The plaintiff having selected her own arbitrator, called upon the 
society likewise to name one, under rule 35 of its rules, 
whereby the society was required to name one arbitrator and 
the disputant another for the settlement of any dispute of the 
kind designated by the rules. The society having ignored 
the plaintiff's request altogether, notice was given to the society 
by the plaintiff that her arbitrator had, under the circum- 
stances, been appointed sole arbitrator by virtue of secticn 6 (5) 
of the Arbitration Act, 1889. Ultimately, an award was given 
ex parte in the plaintiff's favour, in respect of which she ~ 
obtained judgment in the county court, upon application made 
by her for that purpose, under section 49 (1) and (5) of the 
Industrial and Provident Societies Act, 1893. An appeal from 
this decision to the High Court was dismissed, the Divisional 
Court holding that the case might, having regard to the time 
that had elapsed since ineffectual application was made by the 
plaintiff to the society for a reference under its rules, be treated, 
not as a mere motion to enforce an award already made, but as 
a substantive application to hear and determine the matter in 
dispute under section 49 (5) of the Act of 1893. The Lord 
Chief Justice, moreover, stated in his judgment that, while he 
declined to decide whether the Arbitration Act, 1889, was or was 
not applicable to the case, he was clearly of opinion that the 
society had ample power by their rules to include or exclude the 
section of the Act which provided for an arbitrator acting as 
sole arbitrator when one party had failed to appoint a second 
arbitrator. 


POSSESSION OF DOCUMENTS OF TITLE TO GOODS. 


In the recent case of Cahn and Mayer v. Pockett’s Bristol Channel 
Steam Packet Co. (Limited) (47 W. R. 422) an interesting question 
arose as to the effect of the indorsement over of a bill of lading 
when the bill of lading has been sent to the indorser con- 
ditionally upon his accepting a bill of exchange for the price of 
the goods. In the case referred to, Stremvmann & Oo., of Liver- 
pool, on the 12th of July, 1897, contracted to sell to Pryrscner, 
of Altona, ten tons of copper, to be delivered at Rotterdam or 
Hamburg, and to be paid for by Prvrscuen’s acceptance at thirty 
days from the date of the bill of lading. The copper was 
shipped upon a steamship of the defendants. On the 27th of 
August, 1897, Puntscner sold ten tons of copper to the plaintiffs. 
On the 30th of August Sremmann & Oo. forwarded to Prnrscuzr 
the bill of lading for the goods, enclosing at the same time their 
draft on him for his acceptance. PrvrscHer was then on the 

of bankruptcy. He did not accept the draft, but he retained the 
bill of lading and handed it to his banker to hand to the plain- 
tiffs, and upon their paying for the copper the proceeds were to 
be credited to Pinrscuen’s account at the bank, which was then 





overdrawn. This arrangement was carried out. The plaintiffs 








ee 
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id cash against the bill of lading, and they took the bill in 
d faith without any notice that Pryrscner had no authority 

m Sremmann & Co. to deal with it in this manner. Before 
the arrival of the copper at Rotterdam Pryrscner was insol- 
vent, and Sremmann & Oo., claiming to stop the copper ix 
transitu, gave notice to the defendants not to deliver it, at the 
same time agreeing to indemnify them. Under the above cir- 
circumstances the price of the goods had gone to the bankers in 
reduction of Pinrscuer’s overdrawn account, and it had to be 
determi: e1 whether the loss was to fall on Srzmnmann & Co., 
who were unpaid vendors, or upon the plaintiffs, who were bond 
fide sub-purchasers for cash. 

The effect of sending at the same time a bill of lading of 
goods and a bill of exchange for the price to be accepted by the 
purchaser was considered by the House of Lords in Shepherd v. 
Harrison (20 W. R. 1, L. R. 5 H. L. 116), and the result of the 
dc’sion in that case is embodied in section 19 (3) of the Sale of 
Gcods Act, 1893, The intention of the vendor, of course, is, that 
the retention of the bill of lading by the purchaser is to be con- 
ditional upon his accepting the bill of exchange, and in default 
in such acceptance he is not to be at liberty to use the bill of 
lading for the purpose of making any disposition of the goods. 
“T hold it to be perfectly clear,” said Lord Carrns in 
Shepherd v. Harrison, “that when a cargo comes in this 
way, protected by a bill of lading and a bill of exchange, 
it is the duty of those to whom the bill of lading and 
the bill of exchange are transmitted in a letter either ‘to 
approbate or reprobate’ entirely and completely then and 
there. If they accept the cargo and the bill of lading, and 
accept the bill of exchange drawn against the cargo, the object 
of those who shipped the goods is obtained. They have got 
the bill of exchange in return for the cargo, they discount it as 
they think proper, and they are virtually paid for the goods. 
But if, on the other hand, the persons to whom the bill of 
lading is sent do not refuse in foto the consignment of the goods, 
but keep the bill of lading and do not accept the bill of exchange, 
then the agents of the foreign shippers [/.¢., the purchasers | have 
neither the goods nor the money to deal with.” Consequently, 
as Lorp Carrns went on to point out, it was not necessary for 
the retention of the bill of lading to be made expressly con- 
ditional on the acceptance of the bill of exchange. This 
was a presumption arising out of the nature of the trans- 
action, and, in the event of failure to accept the bill of 
exchange, any dealing with the bill of lading or with the goods 
would be wrongful as regards the vendor and would not pass the 
property in the goods. This result is now expressed as follows 

y section 19 (3) of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893: ‘“‘ Where the 
seller of goods draws on the buyer for the price, and transmits 
the bill of exchange and bill of lading to the buyer together, to 
secure acceptance or payment of the bill of exchange, the buyer 
is bound to return the bill of lading if he does not honour the 
bill of exchange, and if he wrongfully retains the bill of lading 
the property in the gocds does not pass to him.” Consequently, 
in the absence of the protection of the enactment about to be 
mentioned, the property in the goods will not pass to a 
sub-purchaser. 

In the present case of Cahn and Mayer vy. Pockett’s, &c., Steam 
Packet Co. the sending of the bill of lading and the bill of 
exchange by the vendors, Sremmann & Co., to Pryrscuer fell 


stand this enactment it is necessary to notice that by-section 1 (2) 
of the same Act a person is defined ‘‘ to be in possession of goods 
or of the documents of title to goods where the goods or docu- 
ments are in his actual custody” ; and to apply the enactment to 
the present case it is further necessary to notice that under 
section 25 (2) of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, a buyer is put 
in the position of a mercantile agent so far as relates to the 
disposition of the goods in question. Thus it is provided that 
‘‘where a person, having bought, or agreed to buy goods, 
obtains, with the consent of the seller, possession of the goods 
or the documents of title to the goods, the delivery or transfer 
by that person . of the goods or documents of title, 
under any sale, pledge, or other disposition thereof, to any 
person receiving the same in good faith and without notice of 
any lien or other right of the original seller in respect of the 
goods, shall have the same effect as if the person making the 
delivery or transfer were a mercantile agent in possession of the 
goods or documents of title with the consent of the owner.” 
The reference to the Factors Act, 1889, is put beyond doubt by 
the express provision of sub-section 3, that in the section the 
term “mercantile agent” has the same meaning as in the 
Factors Acts. 

The general effect of these enactments appears to be clear. 
Provided a mercantile agent—under which term is to be 
included a buyer—is in possesion of the documents of title to 
goods with the consent of the owner, then he has full power to 
make a disposition of the goods in the ordinary course of 
business to a purchaser—in the case of a disposition by a buyer, 
to a sub-purchaser. The discussion in Cahn and Mayer v. 
Pockett’s, §c., Steam Packet Co. turned upon the phrase ‘ with 
the consent of the owner.” Wasthere a consent to possession 
of the bill of lading by the buyer when he was only 
intended to have control of that document upon condition 
of his accepting the accompanying bill of exchange? At the 
trial of the action Maruew, J., drew a distinction between the 
custody and the possession of the bill, and he considered that 
Prytsoner held the bill of lading as agent for Srzmvmann & Co. for 
safe custody only until he accepted the draft, and that until such 
acceptance he had no more than the custody with the consent 
of the seller. But this seems to be inconsistent with the definition 
already quoted from the Factors Act, 1889, under which actual 
custody is to be treated as possession. Assuming, then, possession 
of the bill of lading to have been in PinrscnEr it seems to 
follow, as the Court of Appeal held, that he had this possession 
with the consent of the vendors so ast» entitle the sub-pur- 
chasers to the protection of the statute. The possession was in- 


exchange; that condition was not fulfilled and hence the possession 
became wrongful as against the vendors. But none the less the 
possession had passed by the voluntary act of the vendors, and 
the failure of the purchaser to perform the condition did not 
interfere with the fact of the consent and did not prevent the 
possession of Priyrscuer from being effectual to secure the 
protection of the statute for the sub-purchasers. The original 
possession of Prntscuzr was a lawful possession, and its lawful 
origin was not prejudiced by the retention of the bill of lading 
and the unauthorized dealing with it. By virtue of the statute 
the possession with the consent of the seller supplied the want 
of authority and the sub-purchasers obtained a good title. The 





directly within this sub-section, and, so far, Piytscuer, by 
reason of the non-acceptance of the bill of exchange, had no 


authority to deal with the bill of lading, and having no title to | 


the copper himself, he could not confer a title upon the plaintiffs 
as sub-purchasers. But the matter has to dealt with in con- 
nection with the provisions of the Factors Act, 1889, as extended 
by the Sale of Goods Act, 1893. Under section 2 (1) of the 
former statute, “‘ where a mercantile agent is, with the consent 
of the owner, in possession of gocds or of the documents 
of title to goods, any sale, pledge, or other disposition 
of the goods, made by him when acting in the ordinary course 
of business of a mercantile agent, shall, subject to the provisions 
of this Act, be as valid as if he were expressly authorized by 
the owner of the goods to make the same; provided that the 
person taking under the disposition acts in good faith, and has 


the disposition has rot authority to make the same.” To under- | dinner. 


{ 





difficulty, as Corrs, L.J., pointed out, would have been 
avoided had the original vendors sent the bill of lading to their 
own agent instead of to the buyer direct. 








H.R&.H. the Duke of Connaught has intimated his intention of dining 
with the treasurer (Mr. Macaskie) and the benchers of Gray’s-inn on the 
5th of June bemg grand day in Trinity Term. 


At the annual dinner of the Surveyors’ Institution, on Wednesday, Sir 
Edward Fry, in responding to the toast of ‘‘ The Bench and the Bar,”’ said 
it was a proud thing to have belonged to a class ofmen who had won the 
respect of the people to such an extent as Her Majesty’s judges, and he 
was not inclined to lessen the pride when he looked acrots the Channel. 
They saw the highest Court of France engaged week after week and month 
after month upon the Dreyfus case. His own impressicn was that if this 
quettion had been cent for trial before an English judge and jury they 


not at the time of the disposition notice that the p 4 making ‘ would have completed the case in one day, and the only doubt he enter- 


tained on the subject was whether his lordship would have been late for 
He believed his lordship would not. 


trusted to him upon the condition that he should accept the bill of _ 
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REVIEWS. 
EQUITY. 


A CompENDIUM oF MoprErRN Eaqurry. INTENDED CHIEFLY FOR 
THE USE OF PRACTITIONERS IN THE CHANCERY DIVISION OF 
THE HieH Court or Justice. By ANDREW THomson, B.A., 
LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


A melancholy interest attaches to this book. The entire text was 
printed in proof and—with the exception of four chapters—was 
ready for press in November of last year, but the sudden death of 
the author at the end of that month deprived the work of his last 
touches and has prevented him from seeing the fruit of his pains- 
taking toil. The work necessary for completing the publication 
of the book has been performed by Mr. W. M. Crowdy. A glance 
at its contents will shew how great must have been the labour 

ent in compiling it; a closer inspection will convince the reader 
that the labour has resulted in a book of special utility. The subject 
was not new to the author. He had already traversed much of the 
ground in his previous work on the ‘‘ Principles of Equity and the 
Equity Practice of the County Court,” and to a certain extent the 
present work, as he himself said in the preface, is to be taken as a 
second edition of the earlier one. But the object of the work has 
changed and its scope has been enlarged. It now aims at statin 
the law administered in the Chancery Division of the Hig 
Court, and the principles of equity administered concurrently in all 
the branches of that court. It will still be available in a large 
measure as a guide in the county court, but the main design is to 
assist the practitioner in the High Court. The carrying out of this 
scheme has necessitated the examination of a vast body of law— 
how vast may be seen from the table of cases which, incorporating 
references to all the current series of law reports, extends to over 
one hundred pages ; it is an examination which has been fruitful 
of good results. The law, so far as we have been able to judge, 
is stated accurately, and we can say with some confidence that the 
recent cases have been carefully collected. Take, for instance, 
the right to redeem. The validity of the various stipulations 
which mortgagees make in their own interest has been discussed 
a good deal recently, notably in Biggs v. Hoddinott (1898, 
2 Ch, 321), and the whole matter is here well put within the compass 
of three pages. But the book is not one that calls for detailed 
criticism. It gives a faithful presentment of equity as that system 
is administered at the present day, and to the practitioner who wants 
to turn readily to the latest authorities on any given point it will 
be of the highest service. It is matter for keen regret that the author 
should not have lived to see the result of his labours. 





LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 


HADDEN’S HANDBOOK ON THE LocAL GOVERNMENT AcTs, 1894-1897, 
FOR PARISH COUNCILS AND PARISH MEETINGS. FovurtH EpITIOon, 
By W. H. DumspAy, Barrister-at-Law. Hadden, Best, & Co. 


We must take exception to the title of this book. ‘ The Local 
Government Acts, 1894-1897,” is a collective title which is unknown 
to lawyers; and as the work deals with the powers and duties of 
parish councils, and the Post Office (Guarantee) Act and the Parish 
Fire Engine Act, both of 1898, are therefore very properly included, 
it is not apparent why the author should suggest by bis title that the 
book stops short with the end of the previous year. But the 
injudicious selection of the title does not affect the usefulness of the 
book ; it forms a very complete guide to the powers and duties of 
the parish authorities set up by the Local Government Act, 1894. 
In the chapters with which the book commences those powers and 
duties are stated concisely, with an abundance of reference to 
the provisions of the statutes which are set out in extenso in 
the subsequent pages. These statutes include not only the Local 
Government Act, 1894, and the later Acts which have amended or 
affected it, but the whole mass of the Acts which are either 
mcorporated in the Act of 1894 or bear on the powers and duties 
of the parochial bodies thereby created. Little less important than 
the statutes are the orders of the Local Government Board and other 
departments made under the Act of 1894: these also are included in 
the book. As the book is no doubt primarily intended for the use of 
parish councillors, it ought not, perhaps, to be criticized as if it were 
& text-book for lawyers : otherwise we should be inclined to complain 
of the lack of any serious attempt to point out or explain the many 
difficulties arising on the construction of the Act of 1894 and the 
incorporated Acts. But as the author states in the preface that “the 
effect of decisions in the courts has been carefully incorporated,” we 
confess to a feeling of disappointment after a vain search (unaided by 
any table of cases) for references to well-known cases on the subject 
with which the book deals—such as, for instance, Ze Ross's Charity and 
Re Perry Almshouses, which were reported (in the courts below) 1897, 
2 Ch, 397, and 1898, 1 Ch, 391, and had been decided by the Court of 





Appeal (reported 1899, 1 Ch. 21) some time before this book was 
published. 





THE Law RELATING To Pusiic LipraRtes AND MUSEUMS AND 
LITERARY AND ScrENTIFIC InsTITUTIONS. By GEorGE N. 
CHAMBERS, Barrister-at-Law, and H. West Novarcvs, Town 
Clerk of Eastbourne. Fourrn Epirion. Knight & Co. 


The authors have brought into one volume of moderate size the 
statutes relating to public libraries and museums and literary and 
scientific institutions. This is perhaps the most valuable portion of 
their work from a iawyer’s point of view; and its value would have 
been enhanced had there been more frequent cross-references between 
the statutes and the digest or commentary by which the statutor 
provisions are summarized and to a limited extent explained. Su 
case law as exists upon the subject of the book is collected in a place 
by itself; here again the want of cross-references is felt, and the 
index fails to make up for this deficiency. The authors have collected 
with great industry a number of police court sentences upon persons 
convicted of offences ‘in or about ” libraries and similar institutions ; 
these may serve some useful pw , but it is difficult to see the 
advantage of recording in a book of this kind the sordid fact that a 
person ‘‘charged with stealing thirty-seven engravings was committed 
to gaol for one month with hard labour.” A good feature of the 
book is the collection of forms of rules for libraries, clubs, and institu- 
tions, and of memoranda and articles of association for societies in- 
corporated under section 23 of the Companies Act, 1867. Many of 
these will form useful working precedents, though they are not all 
germane to the subject of this particular book, 





THE ELECTION oF GUARDIANS, DistTRIcrT CouNncrILLtors, LONDON 
VESTRYMEN, AND AUDITORS UNDER THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT, 
1894; WITH THE RULES MADE THEREUNDER, AND ALL THE 
STATUTES REQUIRED DURING THE Erection. By F. RowLry 
PARKER, Solicitor and Parliamentary Agent. Knight & Co. 


The contents of this book-fully justify the claims made by its title. 
The law relating to the elections with which it deals is fully treated, 
and the constitution of the authorities is adequately dealt with ; the 
reported cases are brought up to date; and the statutes and orders 
affecting the elections are set out in extenso. There is a good index. 
The book can be recommended to all concerned with elections under 
the Local Government Act, 1894. It will be observed that the book 
does not deal with the elections of parish councils. This subject has, 
we believe, been treated by Mr. Parker in a separate work. 





WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, 


ACCIDENTS TO WORKMEN; BEING A TREATISE ON THE EMPLOYERS’ 
LiaBiLity Act, 1880, Lorp CAMPBELL’s Act, THE WORKMEN’S 
CoMPENSATION ACT, 1897, AND MATTERS RELATING THERETO. By 
R. M. Mryton-SennovsE and G. F. Emery, Barristers-at-Law. 
Effingham Wilson. 


Mr. Minton-Senhouse is not new to the subject of compensation to 
workmen. His work on the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, was 
published in 1892, and this, revised and re-written, forms the subject- 
matter of Part I. of the present book. That Act can hardly be 
said to have yet lost any of its importance, and the discussion of its 
principles which Mr, Minton-Senhouse has furnished is sufficient 
without being diffuse. The cases also are conveniently collected. 
Part IT. sets out and annotates the Fatal Accidents Act, 1846, usually 
known as Lord Campbell’s Act. Chief interest, however, attaches to 
the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, which forms the subject 
of Part III. In design the Act is simple enough. It marks, as 
the authors point out, a new departure in our law, inasmuch as it 
gives a right to compensation independent of any question of negli- 
gence on the part of the employer. It is, however, so hedged round 
with restrictions that it has Farnished, and still promises to furnish, a 
bountiful crop of litigation. Future editions of the work may be 
expected to shew the results in numerous decided cases. For the 
present the authors have had to be content with offering their own 
explanation of the text and of the rules, and with giving such forms 
as are likely to assist the practitioner. This has been done adequately 
and clearly, and the book will be found a very convenient manual in 
practice. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

Concise Precedents in Conveyancing; with Practical Notes, and 
with Observations on some Acts Relating to Real and Personal 
Property, and on Compulsory Registration. By M. G. Davimsoy, 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law, and S. WApsworts, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, 
Seventeenth Edition. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 
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The Conveyancing Acts, 1881, 1882, and 1882; the Vendor and 
Purchaser Act, 1874; the Land Transfer Act, 1897, Part I.; the 
Land Charges Registration and Searches Act, 1888; the Trustee 
Acts, 1888, 1889, 1893, 1894; the Married Women’s Property Acts, 
1882 and 1893; and the Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890; with Notes 
and Rules of Court. By EpwArpD PARKER WOLSTENHOLME, M.A.,, 
Barrister-at-Law, One of the Conveyancing Counsel of the Court; 
WILFRED Brinton, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, One of the Examiners 
of Title under the Land Transfer Rules, 1898; and BENJAMIN 
Lenwarp CHERRY, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Eighth Edition. 
William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

The Common Form Draftsman. A Handbook of Queen’s Bench 
Forms; being a Collection of Forms ordinarily in use in Proceedings 
in the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court of Justice; with 
Notes, Table of Stamps, and Index. By Ernest EpwarpD WILD, 
B.A., LL.M., and Frank SHEWELL Cooper, M.A., Barristers-at- 
Law. Butterworth & Co, 


Companies in France. The Law Relating to British Companies 

and Securities in France, and the Formation of French Com- 
nies. By THomAs Barciay, Esq., LL.B. (Paris), Barrister-at- 
aw. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Her Majesty’s Judges, and Their Relation to Advocacy. By 
RICHARD Harris, Q.C. Waterlow Brothers & Layton (Limited). 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
HOLNESS v, MACKAY & DAVIES. No.1. 6th May. 


Masrer anp Szrvant—Empsioyers’ Liapmiry—Accmentat Insurtes— 
Acorpent Anisrnc Out or anp In Course or EmployMentT—WoBKMAN 
InsvuzED on His Way tro His Worx—Worxmen’s Compensation Act, 
1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c, 37), ss. 1, 7. 

This was an appeal from an award of the judge of the Newport County 
Court in an arbitration under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
The deceased workman was in the employment of a firm of contractors 
who had undertaken the work of widening the line of the Great Western 
Railway between Newport and Cardiff. He was walking from his home 
to his work along the line ina fog when he was run down by a train and 
killed at a few minutes before sevenin the morning. The work upon which 
he was at the time engaged was that of ballasting asiding on the south 
side of the line, at a distance of 150 yards from the place where he was 
killed, The work was to commence at seven. The county court judge 
found that the accident arose out of and in the course of the employment 
of the deceased. and made an award in favour of the applicant, the widow 
of the deceased. The employers appealed. 

Tue Court (A. L. SMITH and VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.JJ,, Romer, L.J., 
dissenting) allowed the appeal. 

A. L, Siu, L.J., said there two ways by which the workman might 
have gone from his home to his work, one of which involved crossing the 
main line, and the other did not involve crossing it. He was, in fact, 
killed on the main line, It was no part of his contract with his employers 
that he should go by one way rather than the other, neither had the 
employers any control over the place where he was killed. He had not 
reached the locality where his work was to be done, neither had the time 
for commencing work arrived, In his opinion the accident could not be 
siid to have arisen out of and in the courseof the man’s employment. The 
case seemed to him to be analogous to that of a man meeting with an 
accident while going along a public highway to his work, 

VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J., was of the same opinion. He could not see 
suything in the nature of this particular employment which had the effect 
of extending ite duration so that it could be said that this accident 
happened in the course of it, On the facts he thought that the employer 
was bound to obtain a licence for the workman to go upon the line so as to 
enable him to get to his work without being a trespasser, but he did not 
think that the employer was under any obligation to take care of the man 
while he was crossing the line, 

Romer, L.J., differed. He saw no reason for departing from the finding 
of the county court judge. The place where the man had to work was 
difficult of access, and he had to go upon the railway line, and it was 


necessary for him to obtain through his employers a licence to go upon | 


the line, This licence was given by implication, and, in his opinion, the 
man’s employment commenced when he began to act under the licence and 


cross the line. He thought that this case was not analogous to that of a | 
man meeting with an accident on a highway while proceeding to his work, | 


bat was more like that of a man who was employed at work in a particular 

part of a quarry, and who was injured by an accident in the quarry while 

on his way to that part.—CounseL, Ruegg, Q.C., and A. J. David; 

Mont Insh, Soxicitors, W. Hurd § Son, for David & Evans, 

Cardiff ; F. P. Jones-Lioyd. 
[Reported by F. G. Ruckeg, Barrister-at-Law.] 


PENNY +, WIMBLEDON URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL ANDILES. No. 1. 
ith May, 


NgGLicgesce—ConTRACTOR—PAVING RoAbp—LOCAL AUTHORITY Em- 
PLOYIEG CONTRACTOR—LIABILITY FOR NEGLIGENCE OF CONTRACTOR 


—Poslic HEALTH ACT, 1875 (38 & 39 VicT. Cc. 55), 8. 150—PRacTIcEe 
—PAYMENT INTO CourT BY ONE DEFENDANT—VERDICI AGAINST 
BOTH DEFENDANTS FoR Less SuMm—R.S.C., XXII, 1, 6. 


Appeal from the judgment of Bruce, J., on further consideration : 
reported in 42 SoLicrroRs’ JOURNAL, p. 593.; 1898,2 Q. B, 212. The 
action was brought to recover damages for personal injuries caused by the 
negligence of the defendants. The defendants, the Wimbledon District 
Council, had entered into a contract with the defendant Iles, who was a 
contractor, to pave a road in their district, not being a highway repairable 
by the inhabitantsat large, under section 150 of the Public Health Act, 
1875, the owner of the adjoining land having failed to comply with a 
notice requiring him to execute the works. The defendant Iles, in the 
course of carrying out the contract, trimmed the surface of the road and 
put the surface soil and grass in heaps on the side of the road. The 
plaintiff, while walking along the road after dark, fell over one of the 
heaps and was injured. There was no light or protection near the heap. 
The defendants delivered separate defences. Both denied liability, and 
Iles with a denial of liability paid £75 into court. The district council 
pleaded that Iles was an independent contractor and not their servant ; 
they did not pay any money into court, but pleaded that “the defendant 
Iles, while denying liability, has paid into court £75, and these defendants 
say that sum is sufficient to satisfy the plaintiff's claim.” The jury found 
a verdict for the plaintiff for £50 damages. The learned judge entered 
judgment for the defendant Iles, and upon further consideration he held 
that the district council were liable for the negligence of Iles, and that, 
having put in a separate defence, they could not avail themselves of the 
payment into court by Iles, and that therefore the plaintiff was entitled to 
judgment against them for £50 and costs, but as the £50 had been 
recovered from the defendant Iles, the judgment against the district 
council would befor costs only. The district council appealed. 

Tue Court (A, L, SmirnH, VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, and RomeEs, L.JJ,) 
dismissed the appeal. 

A, L. Smiru, L.J., said that the jury had found negligence, and assessed 
the damages at £50. As Iles had paid £75 into court, judgment was 
entered for him, The question then arose as to the position of the 
district council. The question whether they were responsible for the 
negligence of Iles had to be argued, and the learned judge held that the 
defence that Iles was an independent contractor failed. The defence of 
the district council broke down, and they had paid no money into court, 
Therefore they had no answer to the action against them. But 
as the £50 had been recovered from Iles, the plaintiff could not 
recover it twice over, and so the judgment was rightly entered for 
plaintiff for costs only. With regard to the question whether the district 
council were liable for the negligence of the independent contractor, Lles, 
Bruce, J.,in his judgment, said that “the district council employed a 
contractor to do work upon the surface of a road which they knew was 
being used by the public, and they must have known that the works 
which were to be executed would cause some obstruction to the traflic, 
and some danger unless means were taken to give due warning to the 
public.’ He(the Lord Justice) agreed with that. The learned judge 
then laid down the law applicable thereto as follows : “ The principleof the 
decision in Pickard v. Smith (10 C, B. N. 8. 470), I think, is this, that when 
a person employs a contractor to do work in a place where the public are 
in the habit of passing, which work will, unless precautions are taken, 
cause danger to the public, an obligation is thrown upon the person who 


and that, if the necessary precautions are not taken, he cannot escape 
liability by seeking to throw the blame on the contractor.” He agreed 
with every word of that, but would add this qualification : except in the 
case of acts of negligence which are merely casual or collateral acts, such 
as dropping a hammer on someone, or leaving a pickaxe in the road over 
which a person might stumble. Leaving a heap of soil unlighted and 
unfenced in the road was not a casual or collateral act of negligence. 
Collecting the soil into heaps was an act which would necessarily be done 
in the execution of the work, The judgment was therefore right. 

VAUGHAN WILLIAMS and Romer, LJJ., concurred, — COUNSEL, 
Maemorran, Q.C., and ©. 7. Giles ; Lord Coleridge, Q.C.,and A. W. Dunn, 
Sonicitors, W, . Whitfield; 8, A. Jones, 


[Reported by W. F. BARRY, Barrister at-Law.] 








High Court—Chancery Division. 
| Re THE VIOLET CONSOLIDATED GOLD MINING CO. (LIM.), 
| COMPANIES ACT, 1862. Kcekewich, J. 6th May. 


| COMPANY—RECTIFICATION OF REGISTER—VOLUNTARY WINDING UF— 
| NOTICE HELD TO BE BAD—INTERLOCUTORY INJUNCTION—REFU SAL 
To REGISTER TRANSFERS OF SHABES—COMPANIES ACT, 1862, 8% 
35, 131, 

| This wasa motion on behalf of transferees of shares in the Violet Con- 
| solidated Gold Mining Co, (Limited) asking forean order directing the 
company to register the transfers to them. The circumstances under 
which the order was asked for were rather peculiar, and were as follows : 
On the 7th of February, 1899, notice was given by the company that a2 
| extraordinary general meeting would be held on the 16th of February, 
| 1899, to consider, and, if thought fit, pass resolutions, inter alia, for _ 
econstruction and winding up of the company, and proposing a scheme vi 
reconstruction. This meeting was duly held and the resolutions carrie 
Subsequently notice was given of another general meeting to be held on 
the 3rd of March, 1899, This meeting was also daly held, and resolutions 


Re 





orders the work to be done to see that the necessary precautions are taken, 
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d confirming the scheme of the of the 16th of February. It 
appeared that some of the directors were interested in underwriting the 
debenture issue under that scheme, and that this fact had not been 
disclosed by the notice of the 7th of February. On the 11th of April the 
court was moved on behalf of a shareholder who had not been present at 
the meeting of the 16th of February, and an interlocutory order asked for 
restraining, until the trial of the action, the directors of the Violet 
Consolidated Gold Mining Co, (Limited) and the company from carrying 
into effect the resolutions passed and confirmed at the held on 
the 16th of February and the 3rd of March, The court held that the notice 
of the 7th of February was bad, and granted the injunction asked for. 
No appeal was brought against this order on several grounds, and especially 
because it was considered advisable to explain some of the circumstances by 
viva voce evidence in open court, The directors refused under the circum- 
stances to register the transfers referred to, on the ground that in conse- 
quence of the interlocutory injunction there was a deadlock, it being 
uncertain, until the action was tried, whether there was a winding up in 
existence or not, The shares of which it was now attempted to register 
the transfers were, it appeared. co | paid up, and the transfers had all, 
with the exception of one which been made rea magma been made 
prior to the commencement of the voluntary wi up. On behalf of 
the applicant it was contended that the transfer should be regiatered, 
inasmuch as owing to the ype | order the company was not being 
wound up, and, it was urged, that as the applicant was willing to under- 
take not to deal with the shares until the action was brought to trial and 
judgment delivered, settling finally the question as to whether a valid 
winding up was taking place, no harm would be done by ordering the 
transfers to be registered, if eventually it should be held that a valid 
winding up was now proceeding. The opponents’ contention was that the 
interlocutory order only had the effect of staying for a time the winding 
up, and was not in any sense a final judicial decision as to whether a valid 
winding up was proceeding, and that registration ought not to be ordered 
until it had been finally decided whether the company was being wound 
up or not, 


KEKEWICH, J.—The application now before me is made under the 
35th section of the Companies Act, 1862, which provides that, “ If the name 
of any person is, without sufficient cause, entered in or omitted from the 
register of members of any company under this Act . . , the person or 
member aggrieved ... may... apply foran order of the court that the 
register may be rectified.” If I am not satisfied that the names of the 
applicants were omitted from the register without sufficient cause, I have 
no jurisdiction to make any order. Assuming that I have jurisdiction to 
make the order at all, it appears to methat the jurisdiction applies equally to 
shares where the transfers were made before the commencement of the 
winding up, or possible winding up, and to those where the transfers were 
executed subsequently to that date, and that no distinction ought to be 
made between the two classes, The name of the transferee in the present 
case is not omitted because the directors ought to have registered the 
transfers before now, but because they refuse to register them now. They 
refuse on the ground that there was a resolution, duly confirmed by a 
meeting, passed for the winding up of the company. It is, they say, “ of 
course quite true that a judge has expressed his opinion om the facts 
before him in an interlocutory application that the resolution was neither 
& proper one nor binding on the company, and that no winding up can take 
place unless a new resolution is passed and confirmed in the usual way, 
but there has been no final judicial declaration to that effect. It may 
well be that other facts may be brought before the court, and upon 
those other facts the court, whether the same court as it originally was, 
or some other court, may very possibly find that there was a winding up, 
and if this were to be the case it would be quite correct and pro to say 
that the company is being wound up to-day, on this 6th o May, 1899,” 
That, in short, is the position taken up by the directors. It is said in 
answer to this that if these transfers are not registered injustice will be 
done to those who have paid or are bound to pay for their shares ; and, 
further, that the registration if made cannot possibly do any mischief 
inasmuch as it would be void under section 131 of this (the Companies 
1862) Act, if it is ultimately decided that the company is in liquidation now 
at the date of the order, I am thus brought face to face with the question 
whether the court ought, if it has the power, to direct registration of these 
transfers, being well aware that the registration may within a reasonable 
time not merely be declared to be bad, but may even be bad by force of the 
statute, Is the registration being defeated “without sufficient cause” 
when the possible result is what I have just stated, and considering 
also the fact that the directors can honestly say that they are fighting 
the action and intend to do their best to establish in a court 
of law their contention that there is a valid winding up of the company 
proceeding. I am extremely reluctant to perpetuate a deadlock of this 
nature, but I think I am bound to answer both these questions in 
favour of the directors, I do not see how I can say they are committing 
the wrong of refusing to register “ without sufficient cause.” Moreover, 
I do not think that the court should as a rule do that which it sees might 
in & very possible event turn out to be void, Of course, if I thought, and 
was satisfied as a matter of law, that it would not be void because this 
was a mere idle contention, and the directors were up this 
litigation dishonestly and for an improper purpose, that would be quite 
another matter, but it is impossible for me to shut my eyes to the fact 
that it is very possible that there may be new facts and new arguments 
which may materially alter the aspect of the case, No doubt considerable 
inconvenience may be caused to many parties, but I do not think I ought 
to allow any consideration of that sort to induce me to do that which 
does not appear to me to fall within the statutory jurisdiction of the 
court, or the discretionary exercise of it, Application refused according|y. 
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Leave to appeal granted. Direction that the applicants, if they appealed, 
but not should pay the costs of the present application. 
CounskEL, 7, R, Warrington, Q.C., and F, Gore Browne ; W.C. Renshaw, 
Q.C., and Austin Cartmell, Souicrrors, WN. Herbert Smith; Foss, 
Ledsham, § Blount. 


[Reported by C. C. HENSLEY, Barrister-at-Law.] 


NEWMAN v. MAXWELL AND ANOTHER. Kekewich, J. 28th April. 


Venpor AND Purcnaser—Lesson AND Lasszez—Lesson PcRcHASING 
Lesser’s InterREst—ConTract—CoMPLETION or ConrRact—CovgNANT BY 
Lessee To Insurg, 


This case raised an important point in the law of vendor and purchaser, 
as to whether, in a contract between a lessor and his lessee for the lessor 
to purchase the lessee’s interest (no time being fixed for completion), the 


lessee is bound to keep up the insurance of the after the contract. 
The facts were eee as follows: The in this action was entitled 
under a lease granted by the Vicar of for the residue of the then 


unexpired term of eighty-eight years from the 25th of December, 1818, to 
certain messuages in Islington, ‘and the defendants, Walter Maxwell and 
Emily Powell, were, as executors of Ann Sarah Powell, entitled as joint 
tenants under a sub-lease granted by the plaintiff's predecessors on the 
23rd of December, 1820, for the residue then unexpired of eighty-six years 
and one quarter, less five days, from the 29th of ber, 1820, to a 
portion of the hereditaments comprised in the lease of 1818 granted to the 
plaintiff’s predecessors. On the 28th of January, 1898, the following 
agreement was entered into between the plaintiff and the defendants, 
reduced into writing, and the letters ed between the parties: 
‘January 28th, 1898. Dear Sir,—-I agree to pay you £825 for the property, 
Nos. 77, 79, and 81 in Liverpool-road, and Nos. 1 to 10, Cloudesley-place, 
after you have collected the rents of Lady-day next. The agreement to settle 
to be mutually agreed, I i right to collect all rents after Lady- 
day.—Yours faithfully, H. M. Newman. W. Maxwell, Esq. P.S.—If not 
settled by the 30th of April next the interest to be 3 per cent. until com- 
pleted on the said £825, the purchase-money for the whole of Mr. Maxwell's 
interest in the property.” ‘‘ 28th January, 1898. Dear Sir,—I have this 
day agreed to accept the sum of £825 after collecting the rents due for 
Lady-day next (25th March, 1898) for the property Nos. 77, 79, and 81, 
Liverpool-road, and Nos. 1 to 10, Cloudesley- , you to have collection 
of rents after Lady-day, and will send you information respecting the 
above, and inform tenants of the change of owner.—(Signed) Walter 
Maxwell. The date of settlement to be mutually agreed ; if not settled 
by the 30th April next, interest at the rate of 3 per cent. to be paid after 
that date on the £825." The ises referred to in these letters were 
those erected and standing on the plot demised by the lease of the 23rd 
of December, 1820, and that lease contained a covenant by the lessee to 
keep ‘‘all the buildings now and hereafter to be erected on the said piece or 
1 of ground insured to the full value thereof, or of so much as can be 
estroyed by fire,’’ as well asthe usual covenants on the lessee’s part, but no 
covenant to expend the sum recovered for insurance on rebuilding or restor- 
ing. On the 15th of March, 1898, the plaintiff's solicitor wrote to the 
defendants’ selicitors asking for an abstract of title, which was delivered 
to them on the 26th of March, and on the 12th of May the defendants’ 
title-deeds were examined and compared with the abstract by the plaintiff's 
solicitor. No requisitions were made as to the title and nothing was said 
with regard to insurance. The plaintiff, who owned other adjacent 
roperty held under leases which expired on the same day as the head 
ease of 1818—namely, the 25th of December, 1906, was negotiating with 
the Ecclesiastical Commissioners (who were the reversioners) for a renewal 
of all the leases, and ultimately succeeded in obtaining from them a fresh 
lease of all the property for forty years from the 24th of June, 1897. 
These negotiations, as he alieged, caused some little delay in his completi 
the contract of the 28th of January, 1898, with the defendants. 
correspondence took place with reference to this delay between the 
solicitors to the parties. And on the 12th of September the plaintiff's 
solicitor wrote to the defendants’ solicitor enclosing a draft assignment 
and asking for an account of rents collected by the defendants subsequently 
to the 25th of March, “ which according to the contract belonged to tho 
purchaser.”” The defendants dem to this being the case, and said 
that the agreement to receive 3 per cent. interest instead of the rent 
was made on the assurance that there would be no delay. Further 
correspondence took place between the — and on the 4th of October 
part of the premises comprised in the contract were burnt down. 
As to a portion of the property destroyed by fire the loss was 
covered by insurance, but one building erected in the rear of $1, Liverpool- 
road, which was partially burned down, was only insured to the amount 
of £200, which was not its full value, and there was a conflict of evidence 
as to whether the sum of £200 would cover the partial loss incurred, the 
defendants’ witnesses placing it at about that figure, and the } rape ag 
witnesses at about double that amount. There was also a conflict as to 
whether the structure was a building within the covenant to insure as it 
consisted of wooden stagings (within the brick walls) on which planks 
were placed, oa floors, which were used as storerooms for 
building materials. e insurance com were willing to £200, 
the full amount of the policy of insurance. e defendant iy Powell 
did not sign the agreement of the 28th of January, 1898, but the draft 
assignment of the property was read avd approved by her solicitors on her 
behalf. The defendants were willing to complete the sale and that the 
insurance money and the rents from the 25th of March, 1898, should be 
id to the plaintiff, but denied further liability. On the 12th of 
November, 1898, the plaintiff issued the writ in this action, and on the 
Sth of December, 1898, deliverdd his statement of claim, by. which 
he asked: (1) For specific performance by the defendants ef the 
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“ ent of the 28th of January, 1898; (2) payment by the 
defendants of £200 in addition to the sum of £200 imsurance 
moneys by way of s for breach by the defendants of the 
eovenant by the underlessees contained in their underlease to insure the 
ises destroyed to the full value thereof; or alternatively, (3) a 
tion that the underlease had beem forfeited by the said breach by 
the defendants of the said covenant to insure against fire, and possession 
of the demised premices. On bihalf of the plaintiff it was contended: 
First, that he was entitled to sue on the covenant; second, that the 
covenant to insure ran with the land: Er parte Gourley, Re Barker (13 
W. R. 60), Vernon v. Smith (1 Barn. & Ald. 1); third, that the insurance 
effected by the defendant was not for the full value of the property; 
fourth, that the contract of the 28th of January, 1898, did not merge the 
covenant to insure: Attorney-General vy. Cox (3 H. L. Cas. 240). It was 
also contended that the case of Dowson v. Solomon (1 Drew & Smale, 1) did not 
apply, as there the question was whether the vendor was bound to preserve 
property, and did not deal with the question as to whether arything 
had happened to prevent the plaintiff entorcing a covenant to insure. It 
was not the case that the purchaser was here in possession, as his receiving 
the rents was merely a matter of account between the parties. The pur- 
chaser, therefore, could not be liable on the covenant to insure or to 
indemnify the vendors who were in possession. There was no date fixed 
for the completion of the contract. [Krxewicu, J.—Notbing depends on 
the question whether the 30th of April was of the essence of the con- 
tract.] The point of law to be decided was whether, when there is a con- 
tract between lessor and lessee for the former to purchase the latter’s interest, 
the lessee is liable until completion to keep up insurance after the contract. 
For the defendants it was contended: First, that the covenant was to insure 
buildinge, and this was nota ‘‘ building’’ ; second, that they were not liable 
to the plaintiff after the date of the contract. The agreement to pay was 
substituted for the liability of the sub-tenants for repairing, &c., and it 
was intended that the sale should release the defendants from all the 
burdens of the underlease. That from the date of the sale the plaintiff 
took upon himeelf the position of owner, claiming the rents, and as such 
ically took possession ; and but for his default the completion would 
have taken place by the 30th of April. That the title was accepted by 
June. That the defendants were only trustees, and their liability was laid 
down by Kindersley, V.C., in the case of Dowson v. Solomon (1 Drew & 
Smale, at pp. 1-8), to the effect that they were only bound to insure to the 
date fixed for completion as an outgoing, and that afterwards the only 
question arising is whether they are bound to give notice to the purchaser 
that the insurance is expiring. 

Kzgxewicx, J.—In the opinion which I bave formed on this case we have 
to a very large extent been ergaged in an academic discussion, but there 
are many points that have ariten with which it is necessary for me to deal. 
The first question which arises is whether or no the so-called timber 
staging was a “‘ building ” within the covenant of the lease. This point I 
am unable to decide upon the present evidence. It is purely a question of 
the contract contained in that lease binding the lessee to insure all the 
buildings standing on the land or to be erected thereon, and I have not a 
scrap of evidence as to what the nature of all those buildings was. Then 
again, unfortunately, the insurance policy does not in any way help me. 
As a matter of fact it expired on the 25th of March, 1898, and could not 
even be sued on. I confess that my present impression is that this 
s‘racture was a building, but if that question were an essential one for me 
to decide I should have to request further evidence on that point to be 
Placed before me. Assuming, then, that this was a building, the second 
question arises whether the plaintiff could sue on thatcovenant. The case 
of Dowson ¥. Sclomen was not near this case, but it is valuable, inasmuch as 
we find in it an expo:ition of the principle of the law laid down by a very 
learned judge, the principle being that the vendor is, after the acceptance 
of the contract, in the position of trustee for the purchaser and is bound to 
take reasonable car: of the property compriced in the contract, but that 
of course, arises from the positions of vendor and purchaser. In the caee 
of Phillips v. Sieester (21 W.B. 179, L. R. 8 Ch. 173) it was laid down 
teat in 2 vendor and purchaser contract, assuming there to be no ground 
oa either side for simply setting it aside, the vendor who remained in 
posession became, from the time of the acceptance of the contract, “‘a 
tru:tee in postession for the purchaser,”’ and as such ‘‘ bound to do those 
things which be wuld be bound to do if he were a trustee for any other 
pascn.” I think it is a pity that Phillips v. Silrester was not reported on 
further oomeideraiion, for the very large sums recovered by the purchaser 
im that case shews what a very stringent position the vendor is placed in. 
Here the purchaser is suing in equity to enforce the covenant. vere has 
been no breach of this covenant to insure, except so faras the amount is 
omx«rped. No time wes fixed for the completion of the contract, and the 
period had not arrived when the vendor could say that the policy, so far as 
ne was concerned, had lapsed, and the liability to insure was shifted on to 
the purchasr. I think that in this respect the present case is covered 
by the decision of Kindersley, V.C., in Dowson v. Solomon. Here, 
oddly enough, the lessor is the purchaser and the lessee is the 
vendor, so the «2 srisxs, put by Kindersley, V.C., at p. 11 of 





1 Drew & Smale, of the purchaser knowing of the covenant. 
Teen the question arises, How far has this covenant been broken? Did 
the vendors insure up to the full value of the property? On the facts 
it is obvious that they did not, because the insurance office paid the fall | 
amount due on the policy of insurance, for what was only partial damagz | 
to the property. Tbat, however, is immaterial here inasmuch as the pur- | 
Chaser is suing on the covenant for damages. Here, then, I must act as | 
jury end eudeevour to cut the knot as beet I can. Ido not think that, | 
tekamg all the circumstances of the case into consideration, the exact 

smoust which the ineurance office paid comesin. It iscommon knowledge 

that a large imeurence ice dee tt. hegyle over five or ten pounds, and 


it may well be that in this case they have paid the round sum of £200 for 
damages, which, if accurately calculated, may have only amounted to £195 
or £196. Taking it all in all, I think that the £200 paid by the office may 
be fairly regarded as the amount due to Mr. Newman, the plaintiff, and 
that he is fortunate to get it. Consequently he gets nothing here. There 
will, therefore, be a declaration that the contract ought to be specifically 
performed with liberty to apply. Judgment for the defendants on 
claim for damages with costs of action.—Counsg., Warrington, Q.C., and 
E. Brodie Cooper ; W. Renshaw, Q.C., and Martelli. Soxtcrrors, F. Harold 
Edwards ; Whittington, Son, § Barham. 
(Reported by C. C. Hensuey, Barrister-at-Law]. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


MATHER v, LAWRENCE. Div. Court. 3rd May. 


Exsmentarky Epvoation Act, 1876, ss, 6, 47—Domxstic EmpLoyMENT oF 
Curtp-——“‘ Lanour FOR THE oF Garn.”’ 

This was a special case stated by two justices of the County of London. 
The respondent was charged with an offence under section 6 of the Elemen- 
tary Education Act, 1876, which provides that “every person who takes a 
child into his employment in contravention of this Act shall be liable on 
summary conviction to a penalty not exceeding 40s. The following facts 
were proved: the respondent worked as a venetian blind painter. His 
family consisted of his wife, two sons aged 21 and 18 years who lived at 
home with their parents, and went out to work, a daughter, Edith, 
between 13 and 14 years of age, and two younger children. The 
respondent's wife at times went out to work, for which she received an 
average wage of 10s. a week, and in order to enable her to do so the 
respondent kept his daughter Edith at home during the whole of the day 
from the 7th of November to the 16th of December, 1898, and during 
such time she was occupied under the respondent's directions in doing 
the housework and in preparing the meals of the family. Edith Lawrence 
had not obtained a certificate as provided by section 5, sub-section 2, of 
the Act, nor did she come within the exception in that sub-section or 
in section 9 of the Act. If Edith Lawrence had been sent to school 
during the time which she was so occupied as aforesaid the respondent’s 
wife would not have been able to earn any money by going out to 
work. It was contended for the appellant that the respondent employed 
his daughter for the purposes of gain, inasmuch as he made use of her 
services at home for the purposes of enabling his wife to earn money, 
and that, therefore, he came within section 47 of the Act, which enacts 
that “a parent of a child who employs such child in any labour exercised 
by way of a trade, or for the purposes of gain, shall be deemed for the 
purposes of this Act to take such child into his employment.” The 
— dismissed the information, The respondent did not appear on the 
appeal, 

THE CourT (DARLING and CHANNELL, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

DARLING, J., having referred to the sections of the Act set out above, 
said that the justices were right in refusing to convict. The object of 
section 47 was no doubt to prevent an evasion of section 6 by parents, but 
what sections 6 and 47 struck at was some direct employment of a child 
resulting in a direct gain to the employer. It was true that what the 
child did in this case enabled someone else-—namely, the respondent's wife, 
to be employed for gain, buat it did not follow from that that the child was 
employed for the purpose of gain. It was to be remarked that the parent 
had made himself liable to penalties for not sending his daughter to 
school. It was said that those penalties were inadequate in a case such as 
this. That was, however, a matter for the Legislature, and not for the 
court, 

CHANNELL, J., concurred, He thought that section 47 was framed 
expressly to exclude from its operation the domestic employment of 
children. Appeal dismissed.—CouNsEL, Marchant, So.iciTor, C. E£, 
Mortimer, 

‘Reported by F. 0. Roprnson, Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE QUEEN v, DAVEY AND OTHERS, Luv yurte BISHOP. 
Div, Court. 2nd May. 


Pustic Hzatra Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. o. 55), 8. 124—Invxcrtous 
Diszases—Orver For Removat or Person Surrening—Power or Justices 
To Hearn Evipence. 


In thie case a rule nisi for a mandamus had been obtained calling upon 
justices to shew cause why they should not state a case for the opinion of 
the court upon the hearing of an information preferred by W. F’. Bishop, 
inspector of nuisances to the Margam Urban District Council,against Mary 
H, Skyrme, for that she, on the 30th of December, 1898, did obstruct the 
execution of an order of a justice, based on the certificate of a duly 
certified medical practitioner, for the removal of Ada O, Skyrme, 
a daughter of the defendant, then suffering from rcarlet fever, and 
being then without proper lodging or accommodation, to asuitable hospital. 
The information was preferred under section 124 of the Public Health 


| Act, 1875, At the hearing of the information it was proved that on the 
| 6th of December, 1898, the defendant, at the sugge®tion of the medical 


officer of health, allowed her child to be removed to the Infectious Diseases 
Hospital of the Margam Urban District Council, that the child remsined 
there until the 26th of the same month, and that on the latter date the 
defendant went to the hospital and carried her child home as she was not 
ratisfied with the way the child was treated there, she alleging that the 
hospital was not properly managed and that one of the attendants was 
drunk, It was also proved that the accommodation provided at the home 
of the defendant was sufficient, and that the defendant had no notice of 
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the intended application for an order for the removal of her child, and 
that she obtained a medical certificate that there was no danger of 
infection. It was argued for the complainant that the bench had no right 
to go behind the order of the magistrate for the removal, and had no 
right to inquire into the validity of the order or to inquire whether there 
was a proper hospital. The majority of the justices, however, found as a 
fact that there was no suitable hospital for the on of the child 
provided within the district, and that the defendant rovided proper 
lodging and accommodation, and they therefore Guinel the summons. 
They declined to state a case, In support of the rule it was contended 
that the justices could not go behind the order and inquire into the 
facts on which the order was made, and the following cases were cited : 
Booker v. Taylor (Times, Nov. 21st, 1882), White v. Redfern (5 Q. B. D. 15), 
Vintner v. Hind (31 W. R. 198, 10 Q. B.D. 63), and Waye v. Thompson 
(33 W. R. 733, 15 Q. B, D, 342), 

THE Court (DARLING and CHANNELL, JJ.) discharged the rule. 

DaRLING, J., in giving judgment, after stating the facts, said that 
Booker v. Taylor, which was decided ew parte, bound the justices to say 
that they could not inquire into the facts on which the order had been 
made, t decision was right, and the justices could not go behind the 
order, The object of the p etm was to protect the public from 
infectious diseases, and if persons could obstruct and delay the operation 
of the order that object would be defeated. It was intended to give a 
summary remedy. The justices were therefore wrong. ’ 

CHANNELL, J,, in agreeing, said that as a general principle an order 
could not be made ew parte affecting the pro or person of anyone, 
but circumstances sometimes arose under which Parliament intended that 
it should be done, as in the case of unsound meat. This case of 
removing an infectious person was obviously of the same character. It 
was intended that a magistrate on satisfying himself as to the facts should 
make the order, and then it was necessary to act promptly, and an offence 
was committed if a person wilfully disobeyed the order. Though ew parte 
orders were often made on insufficient grounds, the justices could not go 
behind such an order as this one. If the circumstances were such that it was 
clear that the medical officer ought not to have procured an ex parte order, 
it might be that the remedy would be by certiorari or by writ of habeas 
corpus, but the justices could not go behind the order. The learned judge 
did not think that the court was bound to send this case back to be stated. 
They had a further discretion, Where justices had acquitted a defendant 
in a case where only a nominal penalty should have been imposed it was 
not worth while to call on them to state a case, and therefore the rule 
vould be discharged, Rule discharged; no order as to costs,—COUNSEL, 
S, 7. Evans; W. C, Ryde, Soticrrors, Sharpe, Parker, § Co., for 
Cuthbertson 5° Powell, Neath ; Bell, Brodrick, § Gray, for 7, J. Hughes, 
Bridgend, 

[Reported by E. G. STILLWELL, Barrister-at-Law,! 


MOSS (Appellant) », HANCOCK (Respondent), Div. Court. 18th April; 
6th May. 
Carmina Law—Lanrceny—RestiTuTi0n AnD REcovERY oF STOLEN Property 
— Current Corn or THE Reatm—Lanrceny Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vicr. c. 96), 
s, 100—Summary Junispiction Acr, 1879 (42 & 43 Vicr. c. 49), 8. 27 (3). 


Special case stated by justices. The facts of this case, as set out in the 
reserved judgment of the court, were as follows: The er, a butler in 
the service of the respondent, was convicted of having stolen from his 
master a £5 gold piece, presented by the Goldsmiths’ Company to the 
respondent in the Jubilee year, 1887, the year of its date. The gold piece 
had been kept in a cabinet until November, 1898, when it was stolen by 
the prisoner, and had never been in circulation. The appellant 
was a dealer in new and second-hand clothes, jewellery, and other 
articles ; and the prisoner changed the gold piece with the appellant’s 
son in the appellant’s shop for five sovereigns. U: the prisoner’s 
conviction the justices found that the £5 gold piece stolen by the 
prisoner was the respondent's property, and they made an order for its 
restitution to the respondent, acting under the Larceny Act, 1861 (24 & 25 
Vict. c, 96), s, 100, and the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879 (42 & 43 
Vict. c. 49), 8, 27, sub-section 3, It was admitted during the argument 
that the gold pieces of the issue to which this one belonged were by 
royal proclamation constituted current coin of the realm; and for the 
appellant it was contended that the order for restitution was therefore 
wrong. By section 100 of the Larceny Act, 1861, it is provided that, on 
the prosecution to conviction of a thief, the court may order the restitution 
of the things stolen to the prosecutor, and, among other stolen things, 
may order the restitution of money. It was contended that no such 
restitution could be ordered of money, unless it were money in a bag. 
The following authorities were cited during the arguments: Holiday v. 
Ticks (Cro, Eliz. 638, 661), Hale’s Pleas of the Crown (p. 542), Miller v. 
Race (Smith's L. C,, 10th ed,, p, 447), Clarke v, Shee (Cowp. 197), Reg. v. 
Horan (6 Ir. R. C, L, 293), Scattergood vy. Sylvester (15 Q. B, 506), 
Vilmont v, Bentley (L, R,12 A, C, 471), Horwood v. Smith (2 T, R, 750), 
Reg. v, Hassall (9 W. R, 708, 30 L. J. M, OC, iy) Taylor v. Piwmer (3 M, & 
8. 562), Ne Hallett's Estate (28 W. R. 732, 13 Ch, D. 696). 

_Tue Court (DARLING and CHANNELL, JJ.), having reserved judgment, 
dismissed the appeal, 

DARLING, J,.—Section 100 of the Larceny Act, 1861, distinotly applies to 
money ; andlong before this it was stated in Hale's Pleas of the Crown, 
p. 542; “Soif money be stolen, and the thief taken, and the money 
seized, he (that is, the true owner) shall have restitution of the money.” In 
Miller vy, Itace, Lord Mansfield says : “In the case of money stolen the true 
Owner cannot recover it after it has been paid a' fairly and hon 
upon a valuable and dond ‘ide consideration ; but before money has 
in currency an action may be brought for the money itself,” the 





present case it was plain that the mere fact that the stolen ~~ 
money would not render it unfit for the application to it of an order for 
renih the thie? Dionted the gold piece passed in The “ 
w currency. 
chan fs ae Oe ce 2 ee eee ee See 
exc was that of dealing with current coin on sides. Many 
coins which have not been formally withdrawn from price 
far beyond their denominated value by reason of their antiquity or rarity 
or for their beauty of design. Was in i 
as coin of currency, or was it rather the subject of a sale 
vertu? It was stated in the course of the argument that this piece was 
somewhat greater value than that of its denomination, and was 
more than the five pieces given for it. — 
learned judge, came to the conclusion that 
currency, though it wee en ae t have been, 
to a dealer in old or curious things; 
acted within their powers in making an order for its restituti 

CHANNELL, J, wimg oy bbe ery ent to the 
that he must infer from the that the did not 
current money, but sold it for £5. If the coin had been 
transferred as current coin of the realm for goods purchased i 
satisfaction of a debt, no doubt the property would have passed 
appellant, but the operation of the statute was to revert in the 
on conviction of the thief, the property in 
standing that the property in it passed 
by sale in market overt. The effect of section 100 of 
far as money is concerned, is limited to cases where the money stolen or 
the proceeds of it are found on the thief or in the possession of someone 
taking from him otherwise than by the money passing as currency. 
Appeal dismissed.—CoUNSEL, Firminger and E, Bowen Rowlands ; Bowail, 
SoLiciTors, Plumbridge § Meaden, Brighton ; 7, A, Goodman, Brighton. 


[Reported by E, G, STILLWELL, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Rel——. North, J. 21st April. 
Soxticrror—Common Orper to Tax—Disctamer or Ricur ro Costs. 


This was a motion for leave to issue a writ of attachment. It ap 
that L. had acted as solicitor for James Moxon over a pe 
forty years and had been in the habit of ae his bills for profeseional 
services at stated intervals up to November, 1889, when his last bill was 
delivered. Since that date L. had been employed as colicitor for Moxon 
on several occasions and especially on the of some freehold properties 
in 1892, but he had sent in no bill of costs. In the year 1891 the client 
Moxon had lent L. the sum of £400, and this loan had never been repai 
Moxon made repeated applications to L. for the delivery of his of 
costs, but no such bill was ever delivered, L. denying the existence of 
any debt due to him from Moxon, and stating that if such a debt ever had 
existed, it was now barred by the statute. On the 23rd of December, 
1898, Moxon obtained the common order for deli of a bill of 
costs and taxation against the solicitor, but no bill was delivered within 
the stated period, and Moxon now moved for leave to issue a writ of 
attachment. For Moxon it was said that L. had set off his bill of costs as 
against the money lent by Moxon in 1891, and that the bill of costs could 
not be for as a sum as the amount lent. The solicitor was bound to 
deliver his bill of costs and his cash account. He could not get out of this 
liability by abando: his claim for costs. For the solicitor it was 
argued that no such bill of costs was in existence, and all right to the costs 
was disclaimed. The solicitor could not be compelled to deliver a bill of 
costs when he claimed none. 

Nortu, J.—The solicitor cannot get out of delivering the bill by paying 
costs out of money belonging to the client in his hands, and then saying 
that no costs are due to him from his client. The defendant admits that 
he did work for which he — have claimed, and that he has not been 
paid on account of this work and refuses to send in a bill of costs now. 
His right to receive costs on account of this has been abandoned, and the 
sum in his hands ought to be paid over without any deduction for costs or 
for remuneration for work done. After such a disclaimer on the part of 
the colicitor, he could not, under the common order to tax, be compelled 
to give an account of all the monetary transactions between him and his 
client independently of costs due from the client. If an affidavit is made 
by the solicitor to the effect that he has not been paid anything on account 
of work done since his last settled account, and that he refuses to make 
any claim for such work and abandons the " to receive costs in respect 
thereof, I shall make no order except that the solicitor is to pay the costs 
of this motion.—Covnssi, F. Wainney; J. Ashton Cress.  Soricrrons, 
A. S. C. Doyle, for J. E. Moxon, Hanley ; Mills, Curry, §¢ Gaskell. 


{Reported by J. H. Davies, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 

Re MUTOSCOPE AND BIOGRAPH SYNDICATE LIM.). Wright, J. 
3rd and 5th May. 

Comrany—Winping ur—Drsrarevrion or Surrius Assers—Friry-rarw 
AND Panrr.y-rarp SHARES, 


This was an application by the liquidators of the syndicate for the 
direction of the court as to the manner in which the us assets of the 





syndicate were to be distributed. The syndicate was registered on the Sist 
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of July, 1897, with a capital of 60,000 shares of £1 each. Of these 26,000 
were vendors’ shares and were issued as fully-paid up. 30,357 other shares 
were also issued on which 10s. only was paid up. The syndicate had sold its 
business to another company and was now being voluntarily wound up. After 
paying all debts and liabilities and charges of liquidation there remained a 

ce of £200,000 for distribution amongst the shareholders. The liquida- 
tors now applied to the court for directions upon what eee seme and in what 
shares and proportions this surplus should be distributed as between the 
holders of fully-paid and partly-paid shares respectively, and whether any 
call should be made in respect of the latter. The articles of association 
which were material to the point were the 36th and 42nd. Art. 36 was as 
follows: ‘‘ Subject to any Pee pe that may be given upon the issue of 
any shares, the profits of the company available for distribution shall be 
distributed as dividend among the members in accordance with the 
amounts paid up on the shares held by them respectively.”’ Art. 42; ‘If 
upon the winding up of the company the surplus assets shall be more 
than sufficient to repay the whole of the paid-up capital, the excess 
ehall be distributed among the members in proportion to the 
capital paid, or which ought to have been paid, on the shares held 
by them respectively at the commencement of the winding up other 
than amounts paid in advance of calls. If the whole surplus 
assets shall be insufficient to repay the whole of the paid-up capital, such 
— assets shall be distributed so that as nearly as may be the losses 

be borne by the members in proportion to the capital paid, or which 
ought to have been _ on the shares held by them respectively at the 
commencement of the winding up, other than amounts paid in advance of 
calls. But this clause is to be without prejudice to the rights of the 
holders of shares issued upon special conditions.”’ 

Wrieut, J., said, the question being in what way the large amount of 
surplus assets of the syndicate, which was in voluntary liquidation, was 
to be distributed amongst the two classes of shareholders—viz., the holders 
of fully paid-up shares and the holders of shares on each of which the 
sum of 10s. had called and paid up, that, of the assets remaining after 
paying all debts, liabilities, and expenses, about £41,000 must first be 
applied in repaying to the shareholders the sum of £1 on each of the 
vendors’ shares, and the sum of 10s, on each of the other shares—the 
question which had then to be settled was what was to be done with the 
balance. The fully-paid shareholders claimed that they were entitled to 
the full proportion which their paid-up capital represented and :that the 
ee Magee shareholders were only entitled to the proportion represented 

103. a share. These, on the other hand, said that according to cases 
like Birch v. Cooper (14 App. Cas. 525) the division should be in accordance 
with the number of shares, irrespective of the amount paid up. If there 
had been no provision in the articles as to the method of distribution to be 
adopted, it would be tolerably clear that after the capital amount had 
been properly dealt with'the balance would be distributable share and share 
alike. But in this case there were two of the articles of association which 
had to be considered. Art. 36 pointed out how profits were to be 
distributed as dividend. It had been decided over and over again that 
such a provision did not decide the question how surplus assets were to be 
divided, but that it might have some bearing on the question. The 
question which had to be decided really turned on art. 42. The 
authorities on the point referred to were Re Anglo-Continental Corporation 
of Western Australia (46 W. R. 413; 1898, 1 Ch. 327) and Re Driffield 
Gas Light Co. (46 W. R. 411; 1898, 1 Ch. 451), but there was nothing in 
those cases to occasion doubt as to how the present case should be decided. 
It was not like the case where the surplus assets were insufficient to repay 
the whole of the paid-up capital. The distribution must be in accordance 
with the agreement shewn by the articles—viz., the balance after repaying 
the paid-up capital must be divided in proportion to the paid-up capital. 
No call must be made, and the costs of all parties must come out of the 
assets.—CounseL, A. R. Kirby; Upjohn, Q.0., and R. M. Montgomery ; 
Theobald Q.C., and R. J. Parker. Soutcrtons, L/oyd-George, Roberts, § Co. ; 
Field, Roscoe, § Co. 

[Reported by C. W. Mean, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re CALVERT. £2 partic THE DEBTOR. Wright, J. 24th April. 


Bankevurptcy—Practice—Proor sy Crepirror RgsipENT OUT OF JURISDICTION 
—Norice or Motion to Exruncs Proor—Service ouT or JURISDICTION. 


The debtor in this case had filed a proposal for a composition, and on a 
previous application to the court (ante, p. 400) had obtained leave to serve 
notice of motion on certain of his creditors of his intention to apply to the 
coust for leave to expunge their proofs. One of the creditors in question 
resided at Edinburgh, and another at Perth, Western Australia. The 
notice of motion was served on the creditor in Edinburgh by sending it by 

post to his address there, and its receipt was admitted by a 
letter from his London solicitor, who objected that the service was bad 
because no leave to serve the same out of the jurisdiction had been obtained. 
As to the Australian creditor, the notice of motion was served on the firm 
of solicitors in London who had lodged the proof on his behalf, and who 
returned the notice stating that they were unab'e to accept service. Upon 
the application of counsel] for the debtor for directions, 

Wuieut, J., gave leave to serve the notice of motion on the creditor in 
Edinburgh by registered post to his address there, and as to the Australian 
creditor by serving the notice of motion on the firm of solicitors in London 
who bad lodged the proof.—CovnseL, A. H. Carrington. Soxtcrrors, Poole 


Re OSBORNE. Ex parte LOVELL. Wright, J. 1st May. 


Banrruptcy— Pracrice—Evipence—Nores: or Pustic Examination— 
BANKRUPT CALLED AS Witness By TrRUsTEE—ORO0sS-EXAMINATION. 


This was a motion by the trustee inst a stranger to the ey. 
Counsel for the trustee called the b pt as his witness and asked leave 
to cross-examine him and to put the notes of his public examination to 
him. Counsel for the respondent objected. 

Wauicut, J.—I think the trustee should be allowed to put any fair ques- 
tion to the bankrupt, and confront him with what he has said on his 
public examination. It is not quite the same as cross-examining one’s 
own witness~in a common law action, because in bankruptcy the bankrupt 
is often the only witness that either side can call to give any information 
as to the facts of the case.—CovunsgL, Kerly; R. J. Willis. Soxicrrors, 
Langhams ; Law § Worssam. 

[Reported by P. M. Faancxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re CUNNINGHAM. £x parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER v. CUNNINGHAM. 
Wright, J. .4th May. 


Bankruprcy—Practice—Cross-EXAMINATION OF 
Catuinc Him. 


Inthiscase, asin Re Osborne (supra), the motion was by the trustee to recover 
property from a stranger to the bankruptcy. Couneel for tlie trustee called 
the bankrupt as his witness, and asked leave to cross-examine him and put 
to him the notes of his public examination. 

Waricut, J.—Either party is entitled to elicit what account the bankrupt 
has given of a matter without regard to who calls him. It is important 
that this practice should be known.—Counset, F. Cooger JVillis ; Hansell. 
Soricrrors, G. Castle ; J. Morley. 

[Reported by P. M, Francxe, Barrister-at-Liw. 


Banknurr By Parry 


Re O’'GORMAN. Lx parte BALE. Wright, J. 29th April and 2nd May. 


Bankrurtcy—Dest Provaste in Bankrurtcy—Damaces in Divorce 
Scurr—Banxrvptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 37 

This was a judgment summons taken out by Bale against the debtor, 
O’Gorman, to enforce the payment to Bale of damages recovered by 
him as petitioner in a divorce suit in which O’Gorman was co-respondent. 
The decree awarding damages was made upon the 27th of February, 1897. 
Upon the 6th of October, 1897, the debtor filed his own petition, and a 
receiving order wasmade. Upon the 15th of January, 1898, an order was 
made in the divorce proceedings for payment of the damages to Bile 
personally. Bale thereupon took out this summons to enforce payment. 
Wricut, J., held that the summons must fail, that the damages 
awarded by the decree of the court constituted a liability provable as a 
debt in bankruptcy, the petitioner should therefore prove in the bank- 
ruptcy instead of attempting to obtain payment of the damages from 
O’Gorman personally.—Counset, A. H. Carrington; Cosmo Rose-Innes. 
Soricitors, Amory, Parker, § Powell ; Wilson, Wallis, § Co. 

[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law.! 


Re CALVERT. Lx partie CALVERT v. WALKER. Wright, J. 4th May. 
Banxruptcy—Proor ror Income Tax—Inauiry spy Counr my Banknvrrcy 
into AssEssMENT—Income Tax Act, 1845 (5 & 6 Vicr. c. 35), ss. 52, 111, 
113, 118. 


This was an application by the debtor for leave to expunge a proof by 
the collector of Toland Revenue for Income Tax. The debtor had failed to 
make any return of his profits as required by section 52 of the Income Tax 
Act, 1845, and the commissioners made an assessment upon him in 
pursuance of section 113, charging him with income tax upon profits 
estimated at £10,000 a year. The debtor did not appeal against the 
assessment within the time limited by the commissioners for such purpose. 
A receiving order having been made against the debtor, the collector proved 
for the amount due under the assessment. The debtor, who had obtained 
the assent of his creditors to a composition, now moved to expunge the 
proof of the collector upon the ground that at the time covered by the 
assessment he was making no profits at all, and it was contended on his 
behalf that the Court in Bankruptcy had the same power to go behind an 
assessment by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue that it has to go 
behind a judgment. 

Waicut, J., refused the application, holding that an assessment was 
not upon the same footing as a judgment. It was absolutely necessary for 
the court to be able to go behind judgments and inquire into the con- 
sideration for them in order to avoid fraudulent bankruptcies. But in the 
case of an assessment no question of consideration arose. It was a mere 
administrative matter, anda special mode of appeal against it was provided 
which must be followed. The court could no more inquire into an assess- 
ment for income tax than it could inquire as to whether a house had been 
rated at its proper value.—CovunseL, Reed, Q.C., and Carrington ; Danckwerts. 
Soricrrons, Poole § Robinson ; The Solicitor to the Inland Revenue. 


[Reported by P. M. Francxz, Barrister-at-Law 








It is stated that when the Lord Chief Justice and Lord Justice Collins 
are absent in Paris on the Venezuelan Boundary Arbitration, the place o! 
the latter in the Court of Appeal will be taken by Sir Francis Jeune, 
while one of the Queen’s Bench Judges (probably Mr. Justice Bucknill) 
will go over to the Probate Court in place of Sir Francis Jeune ; and that 





$ Robinson. 


{Reported by P. M. Fraxcxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 





a Commissioner of Assize will be appointed to go the Summer Circuits in 
place of the Lord Chief Justice. 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Wuirtsun Vacation, 1899. 
Notice. 


There will be no Sitting in Court during the Whitsun Vacation. 

During Whitsun Vacation, all applications ‘‘ which may require to be 
immediately or promptly heard,’”’ are to be made to the Vacation Judge for 
the time being. 

Mr. Justice Phillimore will act as Vacation Judge from Saturday, the 
20th of May, to Monday, the 29th of May, both days inclusive. 

Mr. Justice Phillimore will sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on 
Friday, the 26th of May. On other days within the above period, 
applications in urgent matters may be made to the Vacation Judge 
personally or by post. 

In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel may be sent to the 
Judge by book-post or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of the 
affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, on a separate 
sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may consider the 
applicant entitled to, and also an envelope capable of receiving the papers, 
addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter: To the Registrar in 
Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, 


_London, W.C.’ 


On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the Judge will be returned to the Registrar. 

The address of the Vacation Judge for the time being can be obtained on 
— ition at the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Royal Courts 
of Justice. 





TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orver or Court. 
Friday, the 5th day of May, 1899. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
North, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr. Justice Cozens- 
Hardy respect.vely, it is expedient that a portion of the causes assigned to 
Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling and Mr. Justice Byrne should for 
the purpose only of hearing or of trial be transferred to Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Hardy; Now I, the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Earl of 
Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that 
the several causes and matters set forth in the schedules hereto be 
accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice 
Stirling, and Mr. Justice Byrne to Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy for the 
purpose only of hearing or of trial, and be marked in the cause books 
accordingly. And this order is to be drawn up by the registrar and set up 
in the several offices of the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Nortu. 
1897. 
Llangollen Urban District Council v Best 1896 L. 
1898. 
Viditz vy O’Hagan 1896 V. 615 June3 
In re the Coolgardie Gold Fields ld. (expte. E. M. Hamilton) & Go.’s Acts, 
1862 to 1890 motion entered in Witness List Dec. 10 
Tn re the Same (expte. R. T. Fleming) motion entered in Witness List 
Dec. 10 
Poulton v Stokes 1898 P. 1,070 Dec. 13 
Aktiebolaget Separator v Fram Dairy, &c., Co. & Reck 1898 A. 1,679 
Dec. 15 
Barclay v Mayor, &c., of Wakefield 1898 B. 4,959 Dec. 15 
Clipperton v Wood 1898 C. 3,202 Dec. 15 
Llandudno Urban District Council vy Woods 1898 L. 
In re Tawn ‘Tawn v Tawn 
Dec. 20 
A. W. Gamage ld. v Beasley 1898 A. 1,683 Dec. 23 
Hart v Clough 1898 H. 2,215 Dec. 23 
Cornwall vy Henson 1898 C. 2,425 Dec. 30 
1899. 
Taylor vStych 1898 T. 1,157 Jan. 2 
Domleo v Trustee of T. R. Clifford, &c. 1898 D. 635 Jan. 3 
Raby v Cox 1898 R. 1,238 Jan. 4 
Masters v Paynter 1898 M. 3,601 Jan. 9 
Wallis v Purkess 1898 W. 2,130 Jan. 10 
Chamberlain vChamberlain 1898 C. 3,317 Jan. 12 
Inre Solomon Lloydv Selwyn 1898 8. 635 Jan. 12 
1898. 
British Motor Co. ld. v Burgess CyclaCo. 1d. 1897 B. 5,128 May 12 
1899. 
In re Howes Chapman vPutland 1897 HL. 
Austin vy Pyne 1898 A, 420 Jan. 19 
Von der Heydt vy Dunlop 1898 V. 748 Jan. 23 
In re Collyer Collyer vy Collyer 1898 ©. 2,248 Jan. 25 
Callv Faber 1898 C. 946 Jan. 28 
Ste e)> Pellatt 1898 S. 2,374 Feb. 1 


é 


1,598 June l 


1,812 Dec. 19 
adjd. sumns. entered as Witness Action 


2,221 Jan. 19 


lilamson v Heapy 1898 H. 2,198 Feb. 1 


oa of Devonshire vy Urban District Council of Buxton 1898 D. 569 
eb. 2 f 


Lee v Lowe 1898 L. 2,486 Feb. 7 

Aylward v Mortimore 1898 A. 1,365 Feb. 8 
Wilkes v Wakeford 1898 W. 2,486 Feb. 9 
Campbell v Gillespie 1898 C. 3,607 Feb. 9 
McCraith v Miller 1898 M. 2,731 Feb. 17 
Hepworth v Pickles 1898 H. 3,698 Feb. 21 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Srim.ine. 
1898. 


Bebro v MacCullum 1897 B. 8,777 May 19 

Geake v Raphael 1896 G. 1,790 Nov. 30 

Reay v Calvert 1898 R. 600 Dec. 8 

Hood & Moore's Stores ld. v Jones 1898 H. 3,025 Dec. 10 

The Electric Construction Co. 1d. v Imperial Tramways Oo. ld. 1898 KE. 
1,472 Dec. 17 

Stubbins v Brake 1898 §. 3,552 Dec. 19 

Bassano v Bromet 1898 B. 4,974 Dec, 23 

Hill v Wilson 1898 H. 214 Dec. 24 


1899. 


Owen v Og lvie 1898 O. 1,578 Jan. 3 

Law v Spiers & Pondld. 1898 L. 1,467 Jan. 3 

Same v e 1896 L. 1,725 Jan. 3 

Noakes v Corke 1898 N. 47 Jan. 4 

Norris v Grainger 1898 N. 1,126 Jan. 6 

Cook v Loxton 1898 ©. 2,158 Jan. 6 

North vAkeroyd 1898 N. 1,021 Jan. 10 

Pearson v Blamires 1898 P. 1,531 Jan. 13 

Day v Atkey 1897 D. 2,819 Jan. 16 

Tullis v Macintosh, Meekle & Co. ld. 1898 T. 162 Jan. 17 

Bellamy v Richardson 1898 B. 3,260 Jan. 18 

Poyle Mills Co. ld. v Wiggins 1898 P. 1,761 Jan. 19 

Reeves v Parmer 1898 R. 2,088 Jan. 19 

Ruston v Sherras 1898 R. 1,456 Jan. 20 

Tindal v Spitzel 1898 T. 1,497 Jan. 21 

Summers v Summers 1898 §. 4,187 Jan. 25 

In re Salmon Smith v Towerzey 1898 8. 1,137 Jan. 25 

Beddington v Deichmann 1898 B. 1,486 Jan. 26 

Moyses v Barraud 1898 M. 1,860 Jan. 30 

Keighley v Birmingham Breweries, ld. 1898 K. 615 Jan. 30 

Hur-t v Dendy, the young-r 1898 H. 2,042 Jan. 31 

Harding v Dixey 1898 H. 746 Jan. 31 

Brewers and General Fire Insurance and Guarantee Corporation, ld. v 
Sheen 1898 B. 4,775 Jan. 31 

Webley v Rowe 1898 W. 3,592 Feb. 1 

Young v Capron 1898 Y. 713 Feb. 4 

Muse v White 1898 M. 3,676 Feb. 7 

Triana v Punchard & Co 1898 T. 223 Feb. 8 

Field, Keliher, & Co. v Zalinoff 1898 F. 1,858 Feb. 

Cook v The County of London Improved Dwellings Co. 1d. 
2,618 Feb. 10 

Inre Ambler Amblerv Ambler 1898 A. 1,443 Feb. 14 

Vidler v Conservators of the River Thames 1899 V. 59 Feb. 14 

Eckford v Taylor 1898 E. 923 Feb. 14 

In re Brock’s Patent, No. 16,672 of 1887, &c. Petition entered in Witness 
Li:t Feb. 18 

Keevil v Blackstaffe 1899 K. 111 Feb. 18 

Parham v Gardner 1898 P. 80 Feb. 20 

Wright v Wright 1898 W. 3,218 Feb. 25 

Hewitt v Nurse & Co. 1898 H. 2,380 Feb. 28 


THIRD SCHEDULE. 

From Mr. Justice Byune. 
1898. 
Smith v Paine 1898 §. 1,969 Dec 29 
1899. 


Knollys v Kent Coal Finance and Development Co. ld. 1898 K. 
Jan. 4 

Papillon v Hutchinson 1898 P. 1,034 Jan. 3 

Frost v Lewis 1898 F. 510 Jan. 9 . ‘ : 

In re J. Morton’s Register Design, No. 268,635 motion entered in Witness 
List Jan. 14 

In re The Palmarejo Mining Co. ld. Bruce v The Palmarejo Mining Oo. 
Id. 1898 P. 1,101 Jan. 17 

Schofield v Lewis 1898 §. 1,145 Jan. 20 

White v Gingell 1898 W. 1,958 Jan. 25 

Kenrick v Mountsteven 1898 K. 89 Jan. 25 

Bateman v Cooper 1898 B. 671 Jan 26, 

Kelly v Joyce 1898 K. 714i Feb. 1 

In re Powell Powell vy Edwards adjd. sumns. entered as Witness Action 
Feb. 2 

Rogers Id. v Darch motn treated as hearing of actn. 1898 W. 1,157 
Feb. 3 


In re Fewson West v Fewson 1898 F. 1,128 Feb. 3 
Jones v Fox 1898 J. 18 Feb. 7 

Rice v Noakes & Co. 1d. 1898 R. 1,943 Feb. 7 
Parker v McKenzie 1898 2,580 Feb. 8 


1898 C. 


1,522 





P 
Powles v Bignold 1898 2,657 Feb. 9 
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rrington Norrington v N i898 N. 1,714 Feb.10 | Hird, Henry Rowland, Frederick Thomas Metcalfe 

tele v liens 1898 R. 649 Feb. 7 ; Hodgson, Richard bw bea William Collett, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Collier v Eskell 1898 ©. 3,494 Feb. 11 Hudson, Ernest Walter ord, . Frederick Chartres Hay- 
Marsden v Blackwell Colliery Co. 1d. 1898 M. 19 Feb. 11 Hughes, William ward, B.A. (Oamb.) 


Harmsworth v Jackson 1898 H. 2,880 Feb. 13 

Keogh v Cates 1898 K. 860 Feb. 17 

Matthews v Elldred 1898 M. 2,697 Feb. 18 

Case v Cressy 1898 C. 3,670 Feb. 20 

In re The London & Northern Bank Id. & Oo.’s Acts 
Witness List Feb. 21 

In re Stuart & Greater London Property Co. ld. and V. & P. Act, 1894 
1899 §S. 239 Feb. 22 

Gabb v Haywood 1898 G. 2,214 Feb. 23 

Chamier v Cobb 1898 ©. 4,295 Feb. 23 

Hartlepool Gas, &c Co v North Eastern Ry. Co. 1898 H. 

Burge v Ridgell 1899 B. 429 Feb. 28 

Rogers v H 1898 R. 2,163 March 1 

Slater v Arnold 1898 S. 4,125 March 2 

Papworth v Street 1898 P. 2,759 March 3 


motion entered in 


1,954 Feb. 24 


Hatssvry, OC. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 10th inst., Mr. Richard W. Tweedie in the chair. The other directors 

resent being : Messrs. H. Morten Cotton, Grantham R. Dodd, W. 
wson, J. RK. B. Gregory, Samuel Harris (Leicester), Sir George H. 
Lewis, R. Pennington, Sidney Smith, M. A. Tweedie, E. W. Williamson, 
F. T. Woolpert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £405 was dis- 
tributed infgrants of relief, seven new members were admitted to the 
association, and other general business transacted. 





LAW ASSOCIATION. 


A meeting of the directors was held at the Hall of the Incorporated 
Law Society on Thursday, the 4th of May, 1899, Mr. Charles Burt in 
the chair. The other directors present were Mr. Peacock, Mr. Sidney 
Smith, Mr. Toovey, and Mr. Vallance. Four new members were admitted 
to the association and other general business transacted. The annual 
general court was fixed for Thursday, 25th inst., at two o’clock. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
ene at the Intermediate Examination held on the 19th of April, 
Aaron, Norman Hyam 
Adam, Harold Edward 
Ambrose, William Henry 








Dewhurat, Norman 
Dobson, William Greswell 
Douglas, Jobn Philip, B.A. (Oxon.) 


Argyle, Francis Harry Downey, Thomas 

Armstrong, Clayton, B.A. (Oxon.) Dowse, Kenrick Alexander 
Atkinson, John Drummond, David William 
Aubrey, Charles Henry Duncalf, Frank Maydew 

Bagshawe, Edward Gray Dutton, William 

Bailey, John Norman Duxbury, Fred. Richmond, B.A. 
oe vena oe (Oxon.) 

Banks, Arn’ Easton, Herbert Augustus 

Barfield, aarold Eaves, Harold Charles 


Baylis, George, M.A. (Camb. ) 
Birch, Arthur on, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Bird, ‘Clifford H 


Edleston, Edward Francis Coppen- 
hall 


Espley, Geor H +0275 

Birt, Daniel een 4 Capper Farrington William Bowker 
Blachford, Henry Francis Fea, George Oswald 

as Maurice McAuslane, B.A. Finnis, Robert Leslie 


Forward, Cecil 
Boyes, Saar Thomas Fry, Edward Houghton 
Bremner, Coles Alexander 


Fynes-Clinton, Arthur 
Brisco, Richard Brown Gateley, Stephen Joseph 
Brookes, Thomas 


Cannon, B.A. Gilfoy, William 


(Camb.) Goffey, Thomas 
Brown, Ste he en Gordon, Robert Abercromby, B.A. 
Buckle, Wi Beecroft (Camb.) 


Green, Douglas 
Greenfield, Edward Hay 
Groves, Herbert Austen 


Burgess, Henry 
Burnie, Edward Alfred 
Cass, Charles Parkinson 

Hall, James 


Caswell, on Hill 
Hart, Percy Maurice Crawcour 

Charles, hheginald Pendrill St. John Harward, John Donaldson 
Collings, Robert Hayward Lindon Hatch, Francis Frederick 
Colyer, Leonard Edmeades Tempest Heap, ‘Joseph Hammond 
Curtis, Wilfrid Parkinson Henning, Francis Percival 

Arthur Claud Herrin, Edwin 
Davies, David Albert Hill, Maurice Cridland Hill, B.A. 


Dawe, Leonard William (Camb. ) 





Hutchinson, Harold James 
Jonés, Daniel Milton 
Jones, William Roberts 


Liell, Leonard William 

Lock, Henry Osmond 

Lomax, Arthur Hilton 

Lonsdale, Jobn Frederick, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Lulham, Thomas Richard, B.A. 
Camb.) 

McGrath, Joseph Charles 

McIver, David, B.A. (Camb.) 

Mackenzie, Edwin 


—- 


(Camb.) 

Metchim, Edgar Ralph 

Morrell, George Edward 

Munk, Henry Wadsworth 

Nicholls, Arthur Edward, B.A 
(Camb.) 

Peele, Joshua John 

Phillips, Gordon Tucker 

Phillpotts, Owen Surtees, B.A. 
(Camb. ) 

Pick, Frank 

Potter, Arthur 

Priest, Thomas, B.A. {Camb.) 

Priestman, Thomas 


Rayner, Joseph Sutcliffe 
Riddett, Gilbert Hammond, B.A 


(Oxon.) 
Robins, William Rumney 
Robson, Leonard 


John Campbell, B.A. 


Sidney, Lawrence Marlow 

Simpson, George Thornton, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Simpson, a Arthur Abbs 

Slater, Arn 

Sowerby. J J wd Richardson 

Smith, Frank Mellowdew 

Smith; Waltcr Lock 

Stamp, William Arthur Edmund 

Stephens, Eliott 

Swarbreck, Bernard William 

Symonds, Stephen Charles, B.A. 


(Oxon.) 
—! Charles Hillsborough Rim- 


Tillett, ‘Eric De Oaux 
Tillett, Wilfrid Sidney 
Tomley, John Edward 
Trevanion, Herbert George 
Turnbull, William Andrew 
Tyler, Francis Joseph 
Unsworth, Ernest Edwin 
Vachell, Arthur Cadogan 
Walker, George Louis 
Walker, William 

Waller, Alexander Mortlock 
Wearing, Archie Skardon 
Webb, Wilfred William 
Williams, John Jones 
Williams, Robert 
Williamson, Norman Welsh, B.A. 


(Camb.) 
Wilson, Charles Edward, B.A 


(Lond.) 
Wilson, Harold Remington, B.A. 


(Camb.) 
Woolley, Alfred, B.A. 


(Oxon.) 


Francis 





Frvat Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 17th and 18th of April, 


1899. 

Ayrton, John 

Backhouse, Thomas James Greaves 

Baines, Alexander Talbot, B.A. 
(Camb. ) 

Balmer, Arthur 

Baster, Philip Wellesley 

Bazeley, Henry Russell 

Bell, Tom George 

Berkeley, Geenne Brackenbury Hod- 


Bickerstaff, Robert Gerrard 

Bickuell, Ethrayne Adrimar, B.A. 
(Oxon. ) 

Bonner, Edgar Arthur 

Bradish, Henry Bell 

Bradshaw, Thomas Claridge 

Bryan, John Hinton 


ery Ivor Brassey, B.A. 
(Camb. 

Butler, F 7 Noel 

— Charles Arthur, M.A. 


(Camb.) 

Chadwick, Tom 

Clark, Frederic 

Cochran, John Robert, B.A. (Lond.) 

Collier, Edward Ernest 

Cooper, Frederick William Augustus 

Cornes, Archibald John, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Davics, Walter Pierce 

Day, William Rogers 

Dickinson, Godfrey Nix, B.A. 
(Camb. ) 

Dickson, V incent Hamilton 

Dyer, Watson 

Earl, Ernest Alfred, B.A., 
(Camb.) 

Edwards, William Richard 

Evans, Roland Gilbert 

Fenwick, Edgar Arbuthnot 

Flint, William Henry 

Foster, George Edward 

Gooding, Frank 

Harley, Edward Mortimer 


LL B. 


Harrison, Godfrey Denis 

Helm, Edward 

Hindle, Frederick 

Johnson, Henry Edward Alexander 
Jordan, John Richard 

Landon, Francis Palmer 

Lear, Charles Roberts 

Legg, Gervase Arthur Wickham 
Lewis, Henry 

Lewis, Reginald Benjamin Simmons 
Loseby, Reginald Arthur 

Loye, Reginald Phili 

McMillin, William Alexander 
Madge, Walter Hyett 

Marsden, Charles Herbert James 
Marsden, Edward 

Martin, James Mason 

Mason, James Ernest 

Moore, Ernest 

Nash, Frank Beddoes 

Neumann, Sydney Christian Theo- 


ore 
Newman, Charles 


Arnold, B.A. 
(Camb.) 
Newman, Walter Peeke,B.A., LL.B. 
(Camb.) 


Newton, Harold 

Payne, Sydney 

Pearson, Thomas Edward 

Perkins, Donald Yerbury 

Piper, ltobert Frederick 

Pleadwell, William Montagu 

Pritchard, Arthur Malcolm 

Pagh, Stanley Owen 

Purnell, William Godfrey 

Purser, Henry * 

Robert, Richard Mills 

Robinson, Albert 

Robinson, Henry 

Romney, Francie William, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Ryland, Arthur William 

Sampson, Edward Joseph, LL.B. 
(Victoria) 


pak OEROE a 
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Saunders, Harold Thorp, William Tudor Sayce 
Scorer, Charles Reynolds Thorpe, Henry 
Sharp, Howard Finla Turton, Thomas Alfred 


Vanderpump, Paul George 


y 
Singleton, Charles Copley 
Vowles, Henry Hayes 


Skerry, George Albert Langford 
Smith, Alfred Elliott Sidney Wake, Walter Norman 
Smith, Charles Harold Walford, Lionel Julian 
Smith, Rupert Hamblin, B.A. Walker, Edward Talfourd 
(Camb.) Warwick, Walter Herbert 
Stephenson, Harry Watson, Reginald Eric 
Steward, George Frederic Rudston Whitfield, John 
Stratton, William Robert, B.A. Whittington, Henry Baxter 
Williams, Harry 
Woodcock, Frederic Arthur 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 

Law Srupents’ Devatinc Socrgtry.—May 2.—Chairman, Mr. O. A. 
Anderson.—The subject for debate was: *‘ That the case of Jones v. 
Barnett (1899, 1 Ch. 611) was wrongly decided.’’ Mr. Hamilton-Fox 
opened in the affirmative ; Mr. N. 8S. Parsons seconded in the affirmative ; 
Mr. Tyldesley Jones opened in the negative; Mr. Edgar de Knevett 
seconded in the negative. The following members also spoke: Messrs. 
A. H. H. Richardson, A. Hair, E. T. Close, E. L. Chapman, Haseldine 
Jones. Mr. Hamilton-Fox replied. The motion was lost by five votes. 


May 9.—Chairman, Mr. Thos. Seager Berry.—This being the annual 
meeting, the following members were elected for office for the ensuing 
session—viz., treasurer, Mr. Frank H. Stevens ; joint secretaries, Mr. C. A. 
Anderson and Mr. Archibald Hair; reporter, Mr. Thos. Seager Berry ; 
ordinary members of the committee, Messrs. G. H. Daniell, Arnold Jolly, 
Alfred Hildesheimer, and J. D. A. Johnston; auditors, Mr. Neville 
Tebbutt and Mr, A. E. Clarke. 


(Oxon. 
Taylor, Cecil George 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced, at the age of seventy, of Mr. Witt1am Worsiey 
Knox, barrister, which occurred very suddenly at Bournemouth on Sunday 
last. Mr. Knox was the only son of Col. Douglas Knox. He was educated 
at Trinity College, Cambridge, and was called to the bar in 1854. He was 
for some years one of the reporters for the Law Reports in Mr. Justice 
Kay’s court, and at his death was one of the Law Reports reporters in the 
Court of Appeal. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Epwarp Percy Cxuampgrs, solicitor, of Brighouse, Yorkshire, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Chambers was admitted 
in February, 1893. 

Mr. Artuur Hveu Sxerwoop, solicitor, of the firm of Lamb, Brooks, & 
Sherwood, of Basingstoke, Reading, Odiham, and Aldershot, was elected 
last week to succeed his father, Mr. William Sherwood, the late senior 
partner, as Clerk of the Peace for the borough of a Mr. Arthur 
Sherwood passed his final examination so recently as February of this 
year, and was admitted a solicitor in March, a few days after his father’s 
death. He is thus in all probability the junior clerk of the peace in the 
country. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DISSOLUTION. 


Ceci, Jonn Mercer and Tuomas Tancrep WuirTeHeaD, solicitors 
(Mercer & Whitehead), Ramegate. March 25. 
Joun Soper Streeter and Hersert Artaur Howe, solicitors (Streeter 
& Howe), Croydon. April 15. (Gazette, May 5. 
ADMISSION. 


Messrs. Marcu & Cayton, solicitors, of 38 and 40, Lloyd-street, Man- 
chester, 32, Lord-street, Rochdale, and the District Council Offices, 
Whitworth, have admitted into partnership Mr.E. Crosrretp Pearson,M.A., 
lately practising by himself in Manchester. The style of the new firm will 
Hang Clayton, & Pearson, and they will carry on business at the above 
addresses, 





GENERAL, 


Mr. Justice Kennedy has consented to ey er at the sixty-seventh 
anniversary festival of the United Law Clerks’ Society, to be held at the 
Hotel Cecil on Tuesday, the 6th of June. 


Following on Lord and Lady Warwick’s limited liability company 
scheme, it is reported (says a correspondent of the Daily News) that the 
estates and whole assets of the Earl of Rosslyn are shortly to be floated as 
& limited liability company. Negotiations with that object, it is under- 
stocd, have been proceeding for some time past, but it will be a few 
months yet before the prospectus will be ready for issue. 


Durirg the hearing of a judgment summons at Southwark County Court 
on Thursday, says the I’estminster Gazette, Judge Addison, Q.C., advised 
adebtor, who was cued for solicitor’s fees, not to indulge in law until he 
had the money to pay for it. ‘* Law,’’ continued his honour, “is like 
turtle soup ; everybody would like to have it, but only those can have it 
Who can afford to pay for it.”’ 


The Times says that in Committee on the Finance Bill Mr. Gibson 
Bowles intends to move amendments abolishing the settlement estate duty 
authorized by 57 & 58 Vict.; limiting the aggregation of property under 
the same statute ; abolishing the charges on by 
made within three and twelve months o ath ; and abolish the 
extension of time (from three months to twelve months before death) during 
which gifts inter vivos are held to be taken as a donatio mortis causa. 


In the Houte of Commons, on the 4th inst., in answer to Sir J. Pease Sir 
M. W. Ridley said : han ot een Se the law of constructive murder 
does require amendment ; but it is a very difficult subject to deal with, and 
I cannot hold out any hope that the Government will be ‘able this session 
to introduce a Bill or otherwise to afford adequate facilities for the treat- 
ment of this important question. I may add that I understand that the 
opinion of Her Majesty’s judges on the existing state of the law has been 
specially invited. 

The judges (Wright and Phillimore, JJ.) have fixed the following coms 
mission days for the ensuing Summer Assizes on the Western Circuit— 
viz. : Salisbury, Monday, the 29th of May; Dorchester, Saturday, the 3rd 
of June; Wells, Wednesday, the 7th of June; Bodmin, Tuesday, the 
13th of June; Exeter, Monday, the 19th of June; Winchester, Saturday, 
24th of June ; Bristol, Monday, the 3rd of July. Mr. Justice Phillimore 
will go round the circuit alone until Exeter is reached, when he will be 
joined by Mr. Justice Wright. 


At a meeting of the General Council of he Bar, held on Monday, the 
following resolution was unanimously agreed to with reference to the 
Supreme Court (Appeals) Bill: (1) That the council are strongly of 
opinion that, if the Supreme Court (Appeals) Bill is proceeded with, 

rovision should be made therein to the effect that no final appeal should 

set down for hearing before two judges only until a proper consent for 
that purpose has been filed. (2) That the council foyeere of the amend- 
ments to the Bill standing in the name of Mr. H. D. Greene on the House 
of Commons notice paper of the 8th of May, 1899, and express the hope 
that they will be acceded to. (3) That the chairman be requested to 
write to Her Majesty’s Attorney-General, and to tfully urge upon 
him the views of the council as expressed in the fo resolutions. 


Upon the hearing of a petition for special leave to appeal from a judg- 
ment of the High Court of Madras in a suit regarding the right to conduct 
the services in a temple in India, which was heard by the Judicial Com- 
mittee of the Privy Council on the 6th inst, counsel stated (according to 
the Times) that similar litigation had gone on since the commencement of 
the century, and he *p fi years ago as counsel in one of the cases 
arising out of it. Neither of the sects was satisfied with the judgment of 
the court below. That judgment would uce exactly the same result 
as if the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council were to pronounce in an 
ecclesiastical suit in this country that the conduct and regulation of the 
services in Westminster Abbey should be vested equally in the Dean of 
Westminster and Cardinal Vaughan, with a provision that every service 
should commence with a denunciation of the free. Leave to appeal was 


refused. 

At the sitti of the City of London Court, on the 5th imst., Mr. 
Commissioner Kerr was congratulated vu having ‘at for forty years as 
judge of the court, he having been elected by the ration of London 


on the Sth of May, 1859. Mr. John Farnfield, as one of the oldest 
practitioners, offered the congratulations of both branches of the legal 
profession, every one in court standing the while. He pointed out that 
when the judge was appointed the business done by the court was small, 
the plaints issued having numbered, in 1859, 11,5 The income of the 
court was then £4,100, whereas last year 35,900 actions were brought, end 
the fees earned were just under £20,000. The staff had been augmented, 
the officers now numbering forty, as against fourteen when the judge was 
appointed. He hoped the commissioner would always look with pleasure upon 
his many years’ association with the court. Mr. George Kebbell and Mr. 
Stephen Lynch cordially indorsed what had been said. Mr. Commissioner 
Kerr expressed his obligations, and said that, while the business of the 
court had increased, it must not be forgotten that the commerce of London 
generally had also greatly multiplied. While he had sat there he had 
endeavoured to do his duty to the best of his ability. At times‘he was a 
little caustic, —_ ; but it was through no bad feeling. He would never 
forget the kindly things that had been said that day, and could only ho 
that during the short time left for him to remain there—whether it would 
be short or er | he did not for the moment know—he would continue to 
enjoy the confidence of the gentlemen who practiced there. He thanked 
them all very much. The ordinary business was then dealt with. 


A correspondent of the Zimes writes as follows with regard to the 
additional stamp duty now claimed by the Inland Revenue Commissioners 
on bonds repayable at a premium: ‘‘ May I be permitted, through the 
medium of your columne, to put a question to the Inland Revenue Com- 
missioners with to their circular of the 30th of March last respecting 
additional stamp duty on bonds repayable ata premium? I have already 
made the inquiry at one of their principal offices, but I found that a 
difference of opinion existed there, and I shall therefore be glad, in 
common with others who are interested, to have direct instructions from 
headquarters. The question is: ‘Certain bonds had the possibility of being 
paid off at a premium in February, 1896, but were not, and “nes 
when it takes place is to be at par. Are such bonds liable to additional 
stamp duty?’ One Inland Revenue officer maintains that the law as to 
—— ‘bonds re le ata or ee existed prior to 1896—that the 
mention in the bonds of the pos:ibility of such repayment rendered them 
ipso facto liable to the additional duty. With this colleague does not 

ae preteen he seer omg wey FR hg ag paragraph of the 
inland venue circular of the Ist of June, 1897, distinctly exempts bonds 
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ee 
with such a contingency as that above mentioned. (2) That, while their sanCrey of £150; aes aged 68, with policies. Solicitors, Messrs. Bythway 
circular of the of March last now revokes such exemption as just & Bon, Pontypool. 


tnoak the intention of the Board, as shewn in the last-named circular, is 

undoubtedly that the additional duty i is to be charged where such con- 

ioe o to repayment at a premium are in the future, and does not 

~ = as cases where the option to repay at a premium has gone by. As 

large numbers of bonds affected by this inquiry I trust the 

Inland evenue Commissioners. will see their way to reply through your 
columns. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota or Reaistnars mf ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
7 No. 2. Norra. STIRLING. 
Monday, May ...............15 Mr. King Mr. Beal Mr. Leach 
eovesseeell Farmer Pugh Godfrey 
i Beal Leach 
Parmer Pugh Godfrey 
King Beal Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewics. Byagye. Cozens-Harpy. 
Mr. Jackson Mr. Greswell Mr. Carrington 
Pemberton —, Lavie 
Jacks: reswe! on 
Pemberton Church ret 
Jackson Greswell Carrington 





The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 20th day of May, and ter- 
minate on Tuesday, the 23rd day of May, 1899, both days inclusive, 








THE PROPERTY MART, 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


May 15.— Messrs. Hamrros | & Sows, at the Mart, at 2?,a commodious Town Residence, 


83, Queen’ —— , 8.W., occupying a bright and cheerful position, close to 
mes ” Solicitor, J . H. P. Chitty, Esq., London, (See advertise- 
ment, May 6, Oy 


May ee _ a ‘Woop, & Co., at the Mart, at 1:—Blackheath and Greenwich : 
Freebold Ground-rents, amounting to £418 per annum, and pe +. rents, amply 
— about 140 shops and terrace houses situate at Westcombe-park and 

with reversions to rack-rents in from 72 to 88 years; divided into lots 
from £4 to £24. Freehold Building Estate, known as Eastcombe, on the main road 





rom Blackheath to Chariton, ss > di family resid with two 
ia entrances, — grounds, and timbered miniature park ; let at £280 per 
—a with pasture land; the whole comprising 38 acres. A Plot of Free- 


Land, situate in gnd ind having 17 72ft. to Westcombe-hill, containing about 
half an acre ; with possession. nilding Bite, known as Combe Farm, avail- 
able for the erection of first-class villas and ~—-. containing about two acres ; let on 
a yearly tenancy. Freehold Land of about six acres, with a frontage of 
1,100ft., near the Woolwich-road ; let any suitabie for the erection of manufac- 
= a Solicitor, W. T. Hartcup, Esq , Norwich. (See advertisements, May 
Pp 5. 
May aa —Mersrs, Davin Br - rawr & Co, (in conjunction with Messrs, FettHau, Wooprow, 
‘0.), at the Mart, at 2 :—City of London: Freehold Property, comprising building 
ae tee gem and No, 2, a Sag po rd, now in the occupation of 
the London Stereoscopic phie C: “Limited. Solicitor, H. 8. Holt, Esq , 
London.— Wood sen. ag "Three pairs of Double-fronted Villas. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Edwards, Heron, & Co., London. : Eight Villa Residences, close to Hornsey 
Station. Messrs. Burne & W: kes, London.— Notting Hill: Small Leasehold 
House.— Willesden: Five Leasehold Houses; let at £275 12s. perannum. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Mullens & poe, London.— Wandsworth: A Corner House, let at 
£45 10s. per annum ; years unexpired. Solicitor, L. 8. Saunt, Esq., London. 
Dalstcn : A Tories He House, ae to Hackney Station. ‘Homerton : Three Dwelling 
Solicitor, Ebenezer James Mason, Eeq., London.— Herne Hill: Three semi- 
detached Residences. Solicitor, W. H. Cowl, Eq., London. (See advertisements, 
May 
May 16. . G. @ Hexeret-Br Ess, at 17, Paternoster-row, Law Books and Office Furniture, 
(Bee advertisement, this week, p. 468. ) 
May 16.—Mesers. oe & Sox, in Puts, 18 acres of Freehold Building Land. 
Solicitors, Mesers. Richar d Smith & inc, at the Mart at , Of acres of Preshold 
’ : rt, at 2 oa Ss acres of Freehold 
road, E. ; ten Freehold ry“ 
estimated to produce £45) annum. Bolicitors, Messrs. “Herbert Saxelby 
semi-detached Residence. at Hackney let at 


° 


sidences, at Kentish Town ; pro- 
Messrs. England & Co., Hialifar (Sce advertise. 


Ewe, ek page.) 

May 17.—1 . W. Masrixs & en at the Mart, at 1, Detached Residence, at East 
Dulwich; lease 73 years; let at ewith, odditional Stevens, Bawtree, & Stevens, 
London.—Also, a similar le with itional Land. Solicitors, Messrs, 

London.—B Land, at East Dulwich. Solicitors, 

wes, London. ge this week, p. 5.) 

May 18. Mouen 4. &. Foorns @ Gaasritio, at the Mast, at 2 


BEVERSIONS : 
To ane a Trust by India ont Eelve? Stock 27 ; 
Hasaol & Pratt, Hatieton, N -_ we: : 
To One-tourth of a waiae £0,106, Railway _o— i i Ealiey, &e. ; 
aged 48 and aged 49. Solicitors, Messrs. Hartley & Co., 


— upon a Trust Estate; lady aged 65, Solicitors, Mesers, Aplin & 


to One-fourth of a Trust Extate of £20,000; lady aged 57, Solicitor, 


J. Fowler, Eax,, 
To 0 sia, gentleman ag-d 67 and lady aged 65. Also to £2,000; receivable 
of above-mentioned lady, aged (5. Solicitors, Mesars. Colyer & Colyer, 


Oar ae out Dank of Beliee Dock, and Steamship Stocks, and 
i Leasehold Residence; value £24,060, Solicitors, Messrs. Bloxarn, Ellison, & 


te 79, “Alea 0 “yA a 
m e © 

hold at Dartiord, Bo : ilmington, Kent, on deveane of 

life aged 72. Solicitors, Messrs. W. 

Ayres, Eex,, Brighton. 


Geaith & Bon, London; and H. E. 





For £1,500. Solicitor, A. C. Scoles, Esq., London, 
For Solicitor, J. R. Pritchard, Esq. «+ Mountain Ash. 
For £3,000 and £1,000. 


Bix of £100 mm in the Mutual Tontine Westminster Chambers Association, 
Solicitors, M Rowcliffes, Rawle, & Co.; Messrs. Burchell & Co,; and 

G.J. Tonic, See Baa all of London. 
Various Shares, Solicitors, Messrs, Phillips & Boyle, London. (See advertise- 

ments, this week, back page. ) 
May 18.—Measrs. SornEsy, WILKrnson, & Honar, at 13, Wellington-street, Law and other 
advertisement, this w > 

May 18.—Mesers, Stimson & Sox, at the at 2, Policies for £2,000, £500, £100, £100. 
Solicitors, Messrs. H. 8. Harris & Co., London. (See advertisement, this week, p. 5.) 


RESULT OF SALE. 


Messrs. C, C. & T. Moore sold at the Mart,’on ate Be the Leasehold Residence, 13, 
Navarino-road, Dalston ; Frechold Villa, 3, Derby-villas, South Woodford ; and Freehol d 
Dwelling Houses, Nos, 13, 15, and 25 Sceptre-street, Mile End. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Faipay, May 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep in CHANOERY. 


Avycoats VaLe Russer Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before June 9, to 
send their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr 
Edward Holt, 401, Cheetham Hill-road, Manchester. Grundy & Co, Manchester. solors 
to liquidator 

Furyess Snip Buitpine Co, Lourep—Creditors are required, on or before June 16, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Richard 
nee oe 7, Lawson st, Barrow in Furness. Bradshaw, Barrow in Furness, solor to 

ui 

Wananmesn Matt Viyecar Co Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 16, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Richard Wainwright, 23, Delamere st, Ashton under Lyne. Crofton & Co, Manchester, 
solors to liquidator 

Orient PEABL anpD Diamonp Co, ea an order made by Wright, J, dated 

April it was ordered that the voluntary Me ge Be up of the company be "continued, 
Siler Co, 8t. Stephen’s chmbrs, Tel aa st, solors for petners 

Princess — AL (CvE), Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented May 4, directed to be 

heard May 17. , 10, Staple inn, solor for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 16 

Grewerine Park Estate Buitpinc Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 

June 17, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to William Milton Locke, 3, Commercial st, Newport, Mon. Lyne & Co, solors 
to liquidator 

Watpons Fixp Gotp Mivss, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before June 4, w 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr W 
Bell Freeman, 9, Fenchurch st 


London Gazette—Turspay, May 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1s CHANCERY. 
Axoto-Bavaniay Steet Batt Co, Lourep—Petn for winding up, presented May 
ted to be heard on May 17. Sharpe & Co, 12, New ct, Carey st, agents for Ryland 
& Co, Birmingham, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 16 
Bixxs Gas anp Or Enaine Co, Limirep (1x Liguipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to C. A. Barron, 26, Townhall st, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks. Ingram & Huntriss, 
Halifax, solora for liquidator 
CANADIAN Proyger Syypicate, Lisitep—Creditora are required, on or before June 3, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to A. W. 
Woodburn, c/o Wansey & Co, 28, Moorgate st 
CowmerctaL ALLIANCE, LimiTtEp—Creditors are required, on or before June 16, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr Tom 
Coombs, 26, Bond st, Leeds. Lupton & Fawcett, Leeds, solors to liquidator 
~— ATION OF BaitisnH Investors, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Jaines 
iirchant, 111, pare Go pavement 
Corsarm ConsotipaTep GoLp Mivgs, Limirep— ang for yg up, presentel May 3, 
directed to heard May17. 8 man & Van F Nd Broad st, solors for 
petner. esos of See must reach the abov Rin not later than 6 o’clock ia the 
afternoon of a 
Coventry Cross Crcie Co, Luurep (1x Liquipation) — Creditors are required, on or 
before June 9, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to ip Gonna Collison Tuting Parsons, 120, Colmore row, Birmiugham. Hughes & 
Masser, Coventry, solors for liquidator 
“ Parrn” Goip Mixinc Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before June 21, to send 
their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Alexander Campbell, 17, South st, Finsbury 
Hawyway’s Express Goto Mixine AND DeveLopment Co, Limiren—Creditors are required, 
on or before June 21, to send names and 3s, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, ts John Alexander Campbeil, 17, South st, Finsbury 
Hasyay’s Bovrn Brown, Gotp Mixg, Linrren—( ‘reditora are required, on or before 
June 21, to send their names and addresses, the particulars of their debts or claims, 
William J, Pattison, 6, Drapers’ gdns 
Hvis Brewery, Lourep—C elie are required, on or before June 24, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their “debts or claims, to G. Shirland Hall, 
37, Cross st, Manchester, solor to liquidator 
Litty & Litty, Linitep—Creditors are required, on or before May 29, to send their names 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Me ad, 6, Whitcomb 
st, Pall Mall East. Now ell, Chancery lane, eolor for liquidator 
Murcuison Diamoxp axp Gotp Mixes, Litirepo—Peta for winding up, presented May 4, 
to be heard on May 17. Smith & Son, Grisham House, Old Broad st, solors for 
petner. ‘Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o ’olock in the 
afternoon of May 16 
Wax per & Hivtox, Linrren—Petn for winding up, presented May 8, directed to be heard 
om May 17. Cran, 2, New i -_ Strand, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach 
the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of May 16 
Bas Fascia Breweries, Linirep (Inconvoraten 1y 1890) (ex Liquipation’ —Creditors 
on or before June 14, to cir names and addresses, and the particulars 
of orthets dant debts or claizas, to Daniel Willink, 35, Copthall avenue 
Usiren © peg oon Byepicat zg, L iurrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 6 
directed to be heard May 17. Wadham & Williams, 3, Salters’ Hall ct, Cannon st, solors 
for mda Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 0 "clock in 
the afternoon of May 16 
Universat Moron Canpiace avo Cyeie Co, my gh for windir presented 
May 6, directed to be heard May 17. & Williams, 3, falters’ tral ct, Cannon 
wt, solors for petner. Notice of sprenios must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o’ clock in the afternoon of May 1 
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‘ Hy 4 — J DISSOLVED, 
Earnest Lopcs or Drurps, Pem! mn, 
Prisevataxce, Looc®, Loyat OrpeR or ANCIENT 6 
. April 28 : 
neem Srampazs Frienpy Society, Rose and Crown Inn, Sandhurst, Berks. April 28 








WARNING TO INTENDING Hovse a AND earn aco _ 
ing or renting a house have the Sani Arrangemen oroughly 
a 4 ry rt from The Sanitary 


ed, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expe r 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., ee ee 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ** Sanitation.’’—[Apvrt. ] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette—Turspay, April 18. 
Barven, Josrrx Henry, Manchester, Piano Maker May 15 Adams, Manchester 
Barker, Sanau Any, North Shields May 16 Colmore & Monckton, Birmingham 
Bexyett, Acyrs Lovisa, Liverpool May 22 Chubb, John st, Adelphi 


Borrinc, Witt1Am Narnay, Botley, Southampton, Hotel Keeper June 1 Gunner & 
y, Bishop’s Waltham . 
Brysoy, DAvip, Sunderland May 31 Dixon & Co, Sunderland 


Burnvur, Joun WAKEFIELD, Gloucester June 10 Le Brasseur & Bowen, Pontypool 
CHAMBERLAIN, WILLIAM, Enfield, Relieving Officer May 31 Griffiths, Bedford row 
Coox, Jous Mason, Ludgate circus, Fleet st, Banker May 31 Shaen & Co, Bedford row 
Dempster, Joseru, Hove, Sussex, Solicitor June17 Cheesman, Brighton 
EatweEt1, Jouy, Lamborne, Berks, Farmer May 13 Barnes, Lamborne, Berks 
Euxry, Cuarves, Hillside rd, Stamford Hill May 20 Ledgard & Co, Fleet st 
Farrer, Marcaret, Clifton, Westmorland May 23 Little & Lamonby, Penrith 


Gora, a ema Vicary, Yoxford, Suffolk, Surgeon May 15 Mayhew & Sons, Sax- 
mundham : 
Heaton, Witi1a¥, Warrington, Contractor May16 Jeans & Son, Warrington 


Hover, Cuare.t Wittram, Pounds, nr Plymouth July 20 Venning & Goldsmith, 
Devonport 
Howi't, J =. Newark on Trent, Ironmonger May 31 Larken & Co, Newark on Trent 


Hvupsarp, Rev Epwarp Henry, Bristol,Clerk Novi14 Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 
Hunt, Hexry, Urmston, Lancs Junel Tallent-Bateman & Thwaites, Manchester 
Huse, Atrrep, Gosport, Corn Merchant May19 Blake & Co, Portsmouth 

Ip.e, Josern, Dewsbury May15 Ridgway & Ridgway, Dewsbury 

Janes, Witiiam, Fu'ham rd, Corn Merchant May 12 Linnett & Co, Quality ct, 


Chancery In Ef 
Keatine, Henry Sureny, Princes gates JuneS Pennington & Son, Lincoln inn fields 


Loxtey, Any, Aston, Worcester May 20 Beauchamp & Gallaher, Worcester 


Lyon, Atrnrep, Ilsington, nr Newton Abbot, Devon May 1 Candy & Candy, 
Southampton 
Macxyieut, Saran, Chatham May 23 Goodman, St Helen’s pl 


Ovvry, Col Heyry Aine, C.B., Salterns, Lymington, Southampton April 30 Quayle & 

Ouvry, Arundel st 
aay, ee Tuomas, Meerut, India, Lieutenant May 18 Llewellyn & Ackrill, 
Parsons, WiLL1AM CuArves, Ilford, Essex May 20 Keene & Co, Seething, In 


Purvis, WitL1AM, Newcastle upon Tyne, Publican May 23 Keenlyside & Forster, New- 
castle upon Tyne 
RanpaLt, Witt1am Epwarp, Rochester May 4 Winch & Co, Chatham 


Beoniane, Rev Jon, Oundle, Northampton June 5th Pennington & Son, Lincoln’s inn 


Sonne, Teena, Brixton May 19 Hubbard, Chancery In 
Sancuez, Detrmin, Mexico, Merchant May 30 Stevens & Drayton, Queen Victoria st 
Swru, Henry, Lichfield June1 Hinckley & Co, Lichfield 
Swirn, Jou, Saxmundham, Suffolk May 15 Mayhew & Sons, Saxmundham 
Smrrn, Louisa, Lichfield June1 Hinckley & Co, Lichfield 
Staxiey, Exizanetu Ann, Bowdon, Chester June 24 Bullock & Co, Manchester 
Sroxes, Jars Foruiorr, Bicton, Salop May 25 Salt & Sons, Belmont, Shrewsbury 
Texrietoy, Aveusta Exizavernu, Brighton May 10 Ford & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
Waxroy, Gronce, Timperley, Chester, Licensed Victualler June1 A & J E Fletcher, 
Northwich, Cheshire 
London Gasette.—Faivay, April 21. 
Acrox, Cuirtorre, Worcester June 2 Campbell & March, Worcester 
Axprews, Grorak, Laurie grove, New Cross May 10 Griffith & Gardiner, Old 
Serjeants’ inn 
Bappevey, Exocn, Norton in the Moors, Stafford May 6 Boulton, Burslem 
Bayuiss, Tuomas, Birmingham, Electro Plater June 2 Hooper & Ryland, Birmingham 
Beaxp, Jars, Stoke Poges, Buckingham June 21 Sprigge, Slough 
Brrr, Cuanorre Soria, South Kensington May 19 Cherry, Great James st 


Brrrysteiy, Josern, South Kensington, House Furnisher May 20 Goldman, Southampton 
st, Bloomsbury sq 
Bnocksorr, Jonny, Pilsley, nr Clay Cross, Derby, Farmer May 31 Gratton, Chesterfield 


Brommeap, AGatTna Exizanern, Plymouth May 26 Rogers, Helston 
Burts, Fayny, Streatham June1l Rooke & Sons, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Cuavwick, Axprew Davin, Finsbury pavement, Chartered Accountant May 20 Blunt 
& Co, Gresham st 


Cunisry, ey Karnanine Contien, Tunbridge Wells June 5 Hawks & Co, Borough 


High st 
Carton: James, Levenshulme, nr Manchester June 5 Lawson & Co, Manchester 
zac, Marna, Worston, Lancs June 22 Baldwin & Co, Clitheroe 
Conrr, Josern, Ealing May 27 Brain & Brain, Reading 
Dixore, Joun Hernina, Bideford, Devon, Grocer June5 Toller & Co, Barnstaple 
Fisuen, Jouy, Brighton June 10 Thorowgood & Co, Copthall ot 
FLercuen, Tuom As, Halifax May 80 Boocock, Halifax 


Lanes. April 28 
HEPHERDS, AsuToN Unity, Leigh, 


Garrop, Wa. Heyny, Harleston, Norfolk May 31 Clarke & Calkin, John st, Bedford row 
ves Josern, Barrow upon Humber, Farmer Augi1 Goy & Cross, Barton on 


Senuse. Weaee ALEXANDER, Balcombe, Sussex June 2 Eastwood & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


Hart, Mrs Janz, MileEndrd May10 Jones, Spital sq 

Hearucoat, Francis, Margate June1 Foord-Kelcey, Margate 

Hevpesovurck, Henry, Canonbury Park North June3 Whitty, Norwich 

Sows, Everett, St. Helens, Norwich, Builder May 29 Cozens-Hardy & Jewson, 


Jackson, Marcaret, South Norwood June1 Stoneham & Sons, Fenchurch st 
Jackson, Witi1Am, and Saran Ayn Jacxsoy, Leeds, Innkeepers May 18 Emsley & Co, 


Kirsy, Richarp Tornam, Skerne, York June1 Frost & Dawson, Hull 

Lvxrorp, Grorce Curreis, Salehurst, Sussex June 15 Hussey & Ingpen, Stone bldgs 
Macyamara, Francis Norrice, Kensington, Surgeon-Major May 25 Brinton, Stone bldgs 
Marti, ALrgep, Paddington May 27 Surman & Quekett, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Martin, Jony Dona.p, Liverpool, Ship Broker May 31 Lewes & Co, Liverpool 
Orrton, ALFRED Sipney, Walsall June 24 Bill, Waleall 

Octe, Ricuarp, Manchester, Iron Merchant May 31 Spafford & Street, Manchester 
Parker, Henry, Wellington, Salop June1 Hiatt, Wellington, Salop 

Poinron, Saran Brett, Margate June1 Lowes, Erlanger rd, New Cross 

Rosinson, Georce Joszpu, West Kensington Park May 22 Kelly, Mark in 

Ropinsox, MarGcaret, Blackpool May6 Pownall, Ashton under Lyne 

Ry.anp, Frepesick, Harborne, Birmingham, Ironfounder June 2 Hooper & Ryland, 


Birmingham 

Sayce, Samus. Jouy, Bath May 31 Danger & Cartwright, Bristol 

Sarru, Heyry, Lichfield June1 Hinckley & Co, Lichfield 

Sarrn, Lovisa, Lichfield June1 Hinckley & Co, Lichfield 

Srence, AxpREw Huwrer, Liverpool, Varnish Merchant May 15 Atkinzon & Daly, 
Kingston upon Hull 

Qervee, Sonne. Scarborough May 27 Hick, Scarborough 

Tay tor, Joux, Scarborough May 27 Hick, Scarborough 

Taomrson, a Sarratt, Hertford, Blacksmith May 28 Rowell & Lomas, Rick- 

Toop, Wists Tuomas, St John’s Wood May 31 Simpson & Co, Grace- 

Toru am, Mary, Great Horton, Bradford May 13 Gaunt & Co, Bradford 

Tweep, Jouy A1xcrer, Manningtree, Essex, Baker May5 Synnot, Manningtree 

Waneugenen, Wittiam, Wisteringham, Lincoln July 8 Goy & Cross, Barton on 

Wauro.t, Ds Harniette Witsoy, Clifton, Bristol June 3 O*Donoghue & Anson, 

Witiams, Rawpa.t Kay,South Grimsby May6 Rowcliffe & Co, Manchester 

Winort, Atrrep Wi via, Leicester, Commercial Traveller June 15 Daniel, Leicester 

Winxstan.ey, Mary, Henbury, nr Macclesfield May 14 Mercer, Manchester 

Witson, Jonus Broap, Bromsgrove, Grocer June 30 Sanders, Bromsgrove 

Wixsoy, Marcarer, Longton, Lancs May 31 Catterall, Preston 

Wisoy, Saran, Leicester May 27 Stevenson & Sen, Leicester 

Wooponorrs, Cuaries Aviva, Oxford st, Tailor May 17 Hind, Sutton 

London Gazette.—Tusrspay, April 25. 

ABRAHAMS, Marrua, Willesden May 22 Blyth & Co, Gresham House 

Baryes, James, Bardeley, nr Ashton under Lyne, Licensed Victualler May 26 Eaton, 
Ashton under L 


BLackmoreE, iecene, tat June 5 Bonney, Chancery In 

Bottoy, Ans, Batley Carr, Dewsbury June8 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 

Brook, Suaw, Greetland, nr Halifax, Woollen Manufacturer May 31 Marshall, Halifax 
Bruce, Maria Exrvor, Admiralty House, Kent May 31 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln's 


inn fields 


Caviit, Ricuarp Sitvester, Bayswater May 20 Ravenscroft & Co, John st, Bedford 
row 
Scuwase, a Wittram Herwaxx, York May 21 Van Sandau & Co, King et, 


Cinvans: Manta, Parketone, Dorset, Goldmmith May $1 Perham & Gon, Bristol 
CuristrAx, Mary, 8t Helens, Lancs May 20 Barrow & Cook, St Helens 

Corr, Samvuet, Reading, Licensed Victualler May 31 Hewett, Reading 

Cook, Mrs Resecca, Desborough, Northampton June1 Nicholson, Market Harborough 
Dopvps, Ratrs, Rochdale June1 Worth & Co, Rochdale 

Ecxuiry, Evven Exizapeta, Plymouth Junel Hawken, Plymouth 

Ferauson, Exvtzanera Mary, Durham May 24 Hargreaves & Joblin, Durham 

Gama.e, Rosert, Leeds May 15 Garsed, Elland 

Haxrisoy, Rosert, Chorlton cum Hardy May 19 Hankinson & Som, Manchester 
Hantiey, Trworny, Knaresborough May 31 Jubb, Leeds 

Haw ey, Any, Huddersfiddd June1 Brook, Huddersfield 

Heseman, Joun Busweit, Northampton, Solicitor May3i Andrew & Co, Northampton 
Hitnovse, Tuomas, Trewern, ar Welshpool, Montgomery Junel0 Saxton & Son, 
Queen Victoria st 

Hvucsrrt, Louisa, Brighton May 31 Vandercom & Co, Bush In 

Iueson, Wittiam, Leicester May 27 Burgess & Dexter, Leicester 

Jacons, Bexsamix, Kilburn May 31 Drake & Co, Rood In 

Kear, Tuomas, Blackburn, Joiner May 6 Haworth, Blackburn 

Mo@azar, Prrer, Hurst, nr Ashton under Lyne, Builder May 31 Eaton, Ashton under 


—, Horsham, Sussex Junel Collins, New inn, Strand 

Nverst, Sir Joux, Hanover sq July20 Grubbe & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Fromme, Gaus, Stretford, nr Manchester, Printer May 31 Grundy & Co, Man- 
Sacwoy, Susannan Bouryr, Bath May 13 Little & Lyle, Bath 

Savypers, Lovisa Ectzanrra, Windsor, Berks May 27 Smith & Co, Ashby de la Zouch 
Suirn, Groner Avevstus, Nottingham May 10 Masser, Nottingham 

Sarru, Kare, Portsmouth, Boot Maker May 27 Blake & Co, Portamouth 

Branxs, Manrna Jaues Barseo, Islington June 5 Sweetland & Greenhill, Fenchurch at 
Sraxprine, Huan, Heywood, Lancs May 20 Grundy & Co, Manchester 





Srxoyay, Roveat, Norfolk, Farmer June! Barnard & Cross, Norwich 
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Wanxpte, Jons, Long Framlington, Northumberland May 31 Dickinson & Co, Newcastle 


Wirzy, Jaurs, Ealing May 31 Wilson & Co, Copthall bldgs 
Wootrarp, Hasxau, Ipswich May29 Jackaman & Co, Ipswich 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 28. 
Awsprapez, Estuer, Islington June6 Hands, Angel ct, Throgmorton st 
App.erorp, Jous, Charlton June9 Whale, Cannon st 
Beaver, Jouy James, Birmingham June 17 Lane & Co, Birmingham 
Bert, Cuarres, Durham June2 Chapman & Son, Durham 
Beysox, Many, Gosforth June1 Brockbank & Co, Whitehaven 
Brayp, Exizasetu, Whitechapel May 31 Romain, Bishopsgate Without 
Buppett, Jacos, 8t Mary Church, Devon May 22 Woosnam, Newton Abbot 
Beiwer, James Reproorp, Temple gdns, Temple May 31 Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq 
Butrer, Joux Baxxs Meex, Maresfield Rectory, Sussex June 15 Hussey & Ingpen, 


Stone bldgs 
Capsvrey, Ricnarp, Bournville, nr Birmingham, Cocoa Manufacturer May 23 Glaisyer 


‘o, Birmingham 
Cast, Toness, Darnall, { Eheffield May13 R»binson, Sheffield 
CottepGe, Acxes Mavp, Koppa, Mysore, East Indies June 15 Stibbard & Co, Leaden- 


§ 
Cottett, Grorce, Pimlico June6 Barrett, Slough 
Cotes, Jaues, Haggerston May20 Keshan, Upper Norwood 
Crotty, James, Dover st, Piccadilly May 29 Stanley & Co, Ludgate hill 
Extiortt, Petes, Sheffield, Table Blade Forger May13 Robinson, Sheuield 
Exus, Tuomas Epwarp, MP, Cowley st, Westminster May 26 Russell-Cooke & Co, 
ew inn, Strand 
Exmgnsox, Saran, Bath June12 Payne & Fuller, Bath 
Fotis, Tuomas, Longport, Staffs, Jeweller June 10 Chew & Co, Manchester 
a Sir oes TF an KCMG, ny Anne’s mansions, Westminster July1 Law- 


Lincoln’ s inn 
Garr, Jones, Sheil ad, Inspecting: Engineer June10 Bennett, Sheffield 
Gavrorp, Faeperick, Terrington St Clement, Norfolk May 31 Ward, King’s Lynn 
Gezcar, Wit11As, Stratford May31 Vincent & Vincent, Budge row 
Greex, Many, Hyde, Chester June 30 Brownson, Hyde 


Harpy, Wit11m, Seaham Colliery, Durham, Colliery Overman May 30 Moses, Sunder- | 
| Watts, Epucnp Hannay, Newport,Mon June5 Laybourne, Newport 


Weirrex, James, Clapham June 9 Cain & Tompkins, Staple inn, Holborn 

Wi1114s, Jouy, Swinton, nr Manchester, Doctor May 27 Hockin & Co, Manchester 
| Wircoms, Hewry, Folkestone June7 Emanuel & Simmonds, Finsbury circus 

Yates, Jonw Taomas Hanais, Fitzroy, nr Melbourne May 31 St Barbe & Co, Delahay 
} st, Westminster 


land 
Howe, Mary, Bishop’s Castle, Salop May 25 Griffiths, Bishop’s Castle 
Herp, Wi11iaM, Higher Irlam, nr Manchester June 10 Grundy & Co, Manchester 
Jacksox, Mancaret, South Norwood Junel Stoneham & Sons, Fenchurch st 
Joussox, Hexry, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Farmer May 13 Scott, Bromsgrove 
Joxzs, Saran, Denbigh June 9 Davies, Denbigh 


Layg, Ricnarp, 8t Mary Cray, Kent, Farmer May3l1 May & Co, Suffolk House, 
Laurence Pountney hi = 
Maenere, Tuomas SHanpP, Blisworth, Northampton, Farmer May 31 Phipps & Ray, 


| Mittar, GrorcE, Catford, Kent, Agent June 21 Bolton & Co, Temple gdns, Temple 


| Mitus, Epwarp, Denton, Lancs, Hatter May 26 Richards & Hurst, Ashton under Lyre 


Mu: ei CuaistopHen EpwarD, South Kensington June 1 Trower & Co, New aq, 


incoln’s inn 


| Myers, Witt1am, Paris, Ivory Merchant May 29 Robinson & Stannard, Eastcheap 
Nicotson, Perer Hay, Albany, Western Australis May 31 St Barbe & Co, Delahay st, 
| Westminste 


OLLEREARBNSHAW, Mens Ecclesfield, York May13 Robinson, Sheffield 

Pace, Mary Any, Little Wenham, Suffolk May 31 Synnot, Manningtree 

Pawtey, Caries, Upper Norwood May 25 Sandom & Co, Gracechurch st 

Pearson, WILLIAM, Sheffield, Boot Dealer May13 Robiason, Sheffield 

Purtures, CATHERINE, Ventnor,I W May 381 Janson & Co, Finsbury circus 

Poot, Cuartes Epwanrp, Macclesfield May 26 May, Macclesfield 

Prexpercast, Exizasetu Soruta, Clifton, Bristol June 1 Lawrence & Co, New sq, 


coln’s inn 
Ross, Jouy, Heaton, Newcastle upon Tyne May31 WJS&JAS Scott, Newcastle 
upon Tyne : 
Rowntree, AMELIA Hagriet Tarsot, Cranwich rd, Stamford Hill May 31 
Queen Victoria st 
Sucttr, Ricnarp, Walsall Augi Bill, Walsall 
Stap.es, James, Combmartin, Devon May 31 Seldon, Barnstaple 
TATTERSALL, ExizaBeTH, Bacup, Lancaster June 21 Eastwood & Sutcliffes, Todmorden 
Taytor, Emrty Mary, Maida Vale June1 Longbotham & Sons, Halifax 


Denyer, 


| Taytor, Witt1Am Motcanp, Southsea, Hants May 31 Peddell, Guildhall chmbrs 


Towers, Samver. Jonny, Lilbourne, Northampton, Farmer Nov 12 Wratislaw & 
‘hompson, Rugby 
Truro, Rt Hon ess peewesaus Morrisoy Baron, Cirenc:ster June 30 


Thorowgood & Co, Ln 
Ture, Coreiui, Mildmay p May 25 Linnett & Co, Quality ct, Chancery In 


Turner, Ewrty Ayn, Rowley Regis, Stafford Junei7 East & Smith, Birmingham 
Varn, See Joun Power, Arlington rd, Regent’s pk May 29 Iliffe & Co, 


} ‘ord row 
| Watson, Jutia, Emsworth, Hants June10 Taylor & Co, Strand 











BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. | 
London Gazette.—Tcespay, May 2. 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. | April 28 
UIs Pi 
a jos <- = a me Earl’s Court High Court | 
London Gazette.—Faripay, May 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


As.etrt, gio iy sTox, Birmingham, Grocer Birming- 
ham ney ha Ord May 3 ° 
ATkIs, Bene ANIEL, East Stonehouse, + he Engine 
Fitter Plymouth Pet May 1 Ord May1i 
Besrorp, Atrrep, Westbourne, Sussex, Baker Brighton 
_ 2 Ord May 2 
er szwis, Leeds, Slipper Maker Leeds Pet May1 


May 1 
Crartos, Wine Iam, Weobley, Hereford, Coal t 
_ Agent Leo- 


Bexsamix, Lewis, 


Co os -, 1 Ord Mayl Heath, K eet pom EL, Salford, 
ULT, SEST ROLD, Cy Builder 
Rochester Pet May 3 Beni posacee 


Cox, Witi11m, Bedminster, Bristol, Hardware Dealer 

Bristol Pet April 17 Ord May 1 
Dattos, Epwarp James, Southam, 
Warwick Pet 15 Ord May 1 
Davis, Fezpexice Wittiim, Queen Victoria st, Surveyor 
Coart Pet fons 12 oan a 


74, Newb 


Escate, Wituiax, Tilney 8t 
Gardener King’s Tyan. Pet May 5 May 3 Oot Me 
Bee Oe Friogescr, Bradford Pet “sy 3 William st, 


Fe ams Bais Tile Hill, Warwick Coventry Pet May 


yrom 
Hanrrisoy, 


Giassos. Gacnen Newlyn in Saat Cornwall, Fish Bu 10,30 al He Crewe 
as Truro Pet May 3, 0: Ori May3) vr | Heat, 2 Dare tot, Ham 
est, Wittian, Nether, tcher Barns- Grand Bournem: 

eo tg Witt 


co, pho A re Plait Salesman Luton P 
May2 Ord May 2 ns “a N 


Hrezrev, Joe, Branksome, Dorset, Brick Manufact: 
Poole Pet May 2 Ord May 2” sg 12 at 11.45 
Hoase, Evizazeru, 00d, Hants, Boot Maker Salis- | Hotroyp, Howcare, Cleck 
Pet April 27 Ord April 27 16 at 11 


Kexursox, Grorcn, rd, Bailder High Court Pet 


May 2 Ord May2 


Krsveeo, Hacetre Manors, Leamington Warwick Pet Joxes, Thomss Jesxin, 
15 Ord May 1 May 13 at 11.30 Off Ree, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen Mayi OrdMayl1 

Loceett, Witttam, Manchester, Packing Case Maker Krursox, Geonoz, Hornsey rd, Builder May 12 at 11 | Craviow, Wittiam, Weobley, Hereford, Coal Agent 
Manchester Pet April 2 Gra May 3 Bankruptcy bldgs, st | Leominster PetMay1 Ord May i 

Mrzcez, Jonx, Walworth, Coal High Court Lawrescer, Tuomas, orth, York, Bailder May 12 at | | Cneus. Epwarp Jomy, Handsworth, Paes Factor 
amg! "Ord May 2 2 . ; 11 On oe , 22, Park row, Leeds eee 6 Seb Birmingham Pet March10 Ord May 

Regp, i ¢ House Farm, Durham, Farmer Lockett, 1LL1AM, Manchester, Packi Nase er Duyxury, Joseru, Birmingham, Auction ; Birmingham 
Durham Pet May% Ord May 3 May 12 at 3 Off Bee, Byrom st, Manche hss’ Ord May 2.” - “ 


Bicuanws, Se, Smethwick, Staff_«, Builders’ Mer- 
chant 7] 


‘est Bromwich Ord’ A May 13 at 11,30 


Wits, poo and Hron 1tAms, Gwalchmai, avenue 
, Grocers ‘or Pet April 29 Ord A 2% McArpie, Vixcewt, Seacombe, 
Won, dons Wittras, #, Joiner Leeds Pet May 1 May 15 at12 Off Ree, ae 
Ord 1 Mercer, Joux, Walworth, 


Yousewstz, Lewis, Cannon st Wholesale Mantle May 16 at 12 


rd, 
High Court Pet April 11 = 1 
notice substituted for that published in , 
the London Gazette of A DB: 
Reows, feseese Salford, Lanes, 
April Zi Ord 


iter Galford Pet 
April 21 





RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. | 
Graves, Right Hon. CLanence Epwarp, Guildford, Surrey, 
| Baron High Court Rec Ord A 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


| Arxry, Ricnarp Dayret, East Stonehouse, Devon, Engine 
Fitter May 12at11.30 6, Athenseum ter, Plymouth 
Basyanp, Freperick Payne, Middle Barton, Oxford, 117, 8 
Plumber May 12at12 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
Leeds, Slipper Maker May 12 at 12 
ff Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Boruam, Josian E..vwrr, Brampton, Derbys, Farmer 
May 19 at 1.39 Angel Hotel, Chesterfield 
Beavsnaw, Harry, and Harry Cooper, Irthlingbo: 
Northampton, Builders gt - at a Off Kec, 
County Court bldgs, Sheep st, Ni 
| Baoapeent, ALrrep, Hyde, C Cheshire, Cocmeclal Traveller nf on EL, 
May 12at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, ‘Manchester chester, 
Lancs, Solicitor May 17 at 3) 


ese | Freveric« Wis. LIAM, > Victoria st, Surveyor es 
May 12at1 Bankruptcy bi rey st 
of, Mesteat | Drsox, ALLEN Bicnarpson, and ge Carey Dyson, Hudders- y 
a, Fent Merchants may 16at12 Off Rec, 19,John Yegarox, Cusnume oO Lombard st May 12 at 2.30 Bank- 
“_-~ —% Hyde, Chatire May 12 at 3.30 Off Rec, 


Tuomas, Northwich, Ropemaker May 12 at | Lower, Jouys PF mcg Coventry, Weak hi Motioner 


Howmes,  — Tuomas, Stamford, Lincoln, Some May | 
Law Courts, 


heaton, 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford ay 
Heest, Hexey Rozen, Shipley, Sussex, Farmer May 12 | | Bexvorp, Atraep, — Sussex, Baker Brighton 
at 2.45 HJ Burt, High st, Pet May 2 


Lecas, ArnTuver Euxest, Ealing 
Off Tee, %, Tomy 


Murnpvex, ee Leadenhall 
12 me te J bldgs, Carey 
Puarr, Witttas, Josern Brav, Jouxs Jackson Eowanvs, 






and Anxtuoxy Brep, Seaton Sluice, Northumberland, 
Builders May 24 at 1130 Off Rec, 30, Mosley 3%, 
Newcastle on Tyne 
| Prrr, Cuagies Bensamiy, Camberwell New rid May 15 
| at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Potiarp, GeorGce James, Bayswater, > Maker May 
12 at 12 v, Bare, Glam bldgs, Carey 
| Po —_ og ned Barry, , Oil Sorchant May 15 at 3 
t Mary st, Cardi 
| ReapHeap, Jon Wicstus, Worksop, Notts, Bitinge 
May 12at220 Off Re lane, Sheffi 
Rosinson, FREDERICK, Hin ey, Leicesters, , 
May 12 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Brcners, Joux, Darlington, Greengrocer May 17 at 3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
ScHoLFir ~s ae R Wit 114M, Mexborough, Butcher May 
12 at ff Rec, effie! 


April 7, 1899 Resc 


‘borough, 


ree lane, Shi 
James Sincieton, Newton Heath, 
Carriers May 12 at 2.30 Off Ree, 


Byrom st, Man 


Wer, Witwuam, Whitchurch, nr Tavis Licensed 


field 
Witsox, Waaren,, bea g: on T 
May at3 


Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborou: 


ru bidgs, = 
sete substituted for os | naa in the 
on Gazette o' 


at12 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
ire, Builder May 12 at 12 , 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Hicsett, Witi1am Row ann, Nottingham, Scale Manu- 
facturer a ee 12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, . st, | Atitzy, Hue ar ti em Corn Merchant 


Croydon Pet A 
Agrruorr, Epwarp Jonny, Love lane, Licensed Victualler 
New rd, Peterb orough | High Court Pet Feb9 Ord May 2 
Insurance Broker May | | Arkin, Ricnarp Dawiet, East Stonehouse, Engine Fitter 
Plymouth Pet Mayi Ord May1 


g 


May 
Quarterback, Carmarthens | | Bexsamix, oun, Leads, Slipper Maker Leeds Pet 


Temple chmbrs, Temple 


Chester, Gostegs, ent 
Victoria #t, Liv oes 
Coal Merchant 


Court et 
ardener King’s laen Pet May 8 Ord Ma 
April8 Ord May 


Court 
bldgr, Carey at | vuytAut Pronesce, Bradford Brediord Pet May 3 Ord 
Moss, Tuomas Saucer, - om Tai'or | ay 3 
May 12 at 2.20 Bankruptcy Carey | Futwei., Eowm, Tile Hill, Warwick Coventry Pet 
May i Ord May 1 


y 
| Giasson, Cosnes, i Rey, Paul, Cornwall, Fish Buyer 
Truro y3 


yr ty May 12 at | 








chester 
Byrom st, Waymark, Wituram Heyry, Southend on Sea, Grocer 
Beier, James, sen, and James Buimen, jun, Filey, Yorks, | May 15at 3 Off Rec, at Temple chmb: * a et ay 
ee May 12 at 3 Off Rec, 74, Newborough, Scar- 


} Vi 
| Cow a ease Bridlington, Tailor May 12 at 11.30 Of | Witurams, Gerarp, Longwood Vicarag 
’ h, ef 15at12 Off Rec, 19, John William st, Hudders- 


May 12at 11 6, Athenceum ter, Plymouth 
e, nr Huddersfield 


Bailway Raagovter 


May 10 


QM 
Dean, Timber Merchant | Epwaxpson ry FRED icon X, Seatonall bldgs High 
March 28 Ord™May 
—~" Witsiam, Tilney Bt i Ae 2, Norteike aii 
| Brugnisorox, Avrrep Wituiam, anni, Hoan “sgn 
Hasti 






Jon 








land, 
y 3, 
ry 15 
May 
5 at 3 
layer 


ourer 


May 


Teath, 
f Rec, 


Jrocer 


rehant 
tualler 
Fitter 
ighton 
a Pet 
Agent 
Factor 
ingham 
| High 
meee 
* sunt 
‘9 Ord 
ry Pet 
h Buyer 





wo 
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Gury, Hexry Myers, Chelsea, Marine Underwriter High 
Court Pet Dec 30 Ord May 

Guest, WILLIAM, Yorks, Butcher 
Barnsley Pet May1 Ord 


2 
Hoyland Xether, 
Hasnim, Nasi Assam, Aldersgate st, Merchant *High 
Court Pet April19 Ord May 1 
HisserpD, Jos, Branksome, ar Brick Manufacturer 
Poole Pet May2 Crd May 2 
Hoare, Evizapetu, Ringwood, om Boot Maker 
Salisbury “Pet April 5 Ord April 27 
Jexsixos, Exizanern Awnnte, Cheltenham, Confectioner 
Cheltenham Pet March 20 Ord April 29 
Lorrvs, Ronert, 8 Paul’s rd, Bow Common, en 
Merchant High Court Pet Feb16 Ord A ody: 
Lowirz, Emit, Basinghall a Watchmaker igh Court 
Pet "April 13 Ord May 1 
Lucas, Artuua Ervest, Ealing Dean Timber Merchant 
Brentford Pet April 26 Ord April 28 
Moss, Tnomas Samvet, Bishopsgate st Without, Tailor 
High Court Pet April 21 Ord May 2 
READHEAD, JouN WILLIAM, Worksop, Notts, Bricklayer 
Sheffield Pet April 22 Ord May 1 
REED, — r, Hole House anaes Durham, Farmer Dur- 
ham Pet May 3 Ord May 3 
Row.anps, Josern, and Lewis Aveustvs Lortvs, Drur 
ln, Frvit Merchants High Court Pet March 20 Or 
May 2 
& oak Epwarp Peter, Garden ro F ee Barrister 
High Court Pet March7 Ord A 
Searve, Joun Layo h eaes Park nish Court Pet 
March 27 Ord Ma: 
Suites, Jouy, ok Glos, Tanner Gloucester Pet 
March 29° Ord M May 3 
SiuesteR, Tuomas Jouy, s page, Baker Stoke 
upon Trent Pet April 15 
aaa, Wituram Heyry, a ae ae Merchant 
Cardiff Pet a sang 3 Ori Ma 
Tviiy, Samvet Josern, Feltoa, Herctords, Farmer Wor- 
cester PetJan16 Ord May 2 
and Hven Wr ttiams, Gwalchmai, 


Witurams, Joux, 
nd Bangor Pet April 29 Ord 


Anglesey, Grocers 
April 


pril 29 

bie Wittiam, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet May 1 
10) 1 

Woop, Wilkes, Upton on Severn, ae Victualler 
Worcester Pet April14 Ord May 

Zva, Sprripion STaMArTI, Gtacechurch , Mershant High 
Court PetMar 3 Ord M 


London Gaze'te.—Turspay, May 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALuisox, Witrrep Henry Ayprew, Sanna, Cum erland 
Carlisle Pet May6 Ord May 
BAKER, Freperick Josern, ont Tosti ANDREW nat, 
Newport Newport, Mon Pet May2 Ord May 
Bennett, Joseru, ohn st, Edgware rd High Court Pet 
April 18 Ord May 
Beresrorp, WILLIAM, "Nottingham Nottingham Pet May 
3 Ord May 6 
Biack, Witrtiam BEArpsacu. Raeniee, Leeds, Butcher 
Leeds Pet May6 Ord May 
Carn, Toomas Henry, Leicester, Dealer in Plate Leicester 
Pet May6 Ord May 
Carrinaron, Herpert, New pages Leicester, Builder 
Leicester Pet April 25 Ord Ma 
Coates, Cuanites Epwarp, Guabaiend, Furniture Dealer 
Sunderland Pet April 26 Ord May 5 
Fixca, Bexsamix Georae, Kensi m, + or Victualler 
High Court Pet April 18 Ord May 5 
Forpuam, Joun Daniet, East Molesey, _ . ore 
Foreman Kiogston, Surrey Pet May 4 May 
ate ET} H, Leek, Stafford “Macclesficld Pet ‘May 
ay4 
Karvy, Duprey, Ravenscourt Park, Artist High Court 
Pet May5 Ord May 5 
Harrison, Sasnas Hewry, Bruntcliff, York, Blacksmith 
Dewsbury Pet May 5 Ord May 5 
Harrison, Wicuiam, Great py Coal Dealer Great 
Grimsby Pet May 3 Ord May 
Hicxuine, ALBEMARLE Fitzroy , AA Fruiterer Great 
Yarmouth Pet May4 Ord May 4 
Hiypie, Rosert SoLomon, ie on, Builder Chelms- 
ford Pet May 3 Ord Ma: 
Jouxstox, Francis Henry, » Post Office Clerk 
Hastings Pet May 5 Ord May 
Jonzs, Tuomas, Treherbert, Glam, Geen Pontypridd Pet 
May2 Ord May 2 
Kernipcr, Daniet, jun, Hulme, Manchester, Boot Dealer 
Manchester Pet April2i Ord May 5 
Lake, Eranest Epwarp, Ventnor, I of W, Confectioner 
La swans piedy ye y4 s 
Goins, WILLIAM —_ methwick, Staffo: 
arse My v4 Ord Ma a ee 
ASSINGHAM, Henry, Foulsham, Norfolk, Butch 
; Pet May ro ung lk, er Norfolk 
Masters, Witttam Gentes Anerley, Surrey, Build 
u don Pet May 5 Ord May 5 " 4 — 
aTrHeWws, WILLIAM, Trehagris Glam, Stoker M 
Morr Pet May 4 Ord May Seal = 
NTAGUE, FREDERICK _ temo omerset, i 
Pig etme Pet May 4 Ord May a 
®, Atpert, Dalston, Boot , i 
Ronret Mey. 3° Ord May 5 waleirensihiabigs 
BINSON, WILLIAM, gp ary Grocer Ki 
upon Hull Pet’ April 27 Ord Ma — 
PER, James Ricnarp, Puddletown Retites Dairyman'e 
Scarer — a Dorchester Pet Ba. * pall mm 
R, 4y ut on Bea. uy 
Pet Aprilis’ OrdMay3 Chetmetord 
Renercn, CHares James, Buckland, Povtameuth, Tailor 
8 Portsmouth Pet May4 Ord May 4 
HAW, Atsgrt Ro.axp, St Martin’s In Company Pro- 
sre moter High Court Pet Feb 25 Ord May 4 
8%, Freperick Norri, jun, Aston, Warwicks, 
o Builder Birmiagham Pet April 20 Ord May 
ay AL ens Gel eee Hunts, Saddler Peterborough 


Traxrnn, RTHUR, Waal, Gig Saddler Walsall Pet 


May4 Ord May 


Bastarp, Tomas WILLIAM 
Court Pet March 10 Grd 

Bares, Sam, Salford, * Steel lchant Salford Pet 
April18 Ord May 4 


Travis, roms ‘aoe Bredbury, Chester Ashton under 
Lyne Pi Ord _ 5 
———— oun weary: General Draper 
ga Pet Sad 4 5 
Wess, Epwarp ae Great ponveth, Baker Great 
W: bee Tos oan I Sunt, trou B Pet 
ILLIAMS, JOSEPH, by mmonger Bangor 
May 4 Ord May 
Amended notice _ for that eeltiiet t in the 
mdon Gazette of April 11: 
McCormack, Jouy, Hulme, Man pam. Grocer Man- 
chester Pet March 25 Ord April 7 


Amended notice substituted for that Tee in the 
London Gazette of April 28 

Fixss, Atrrep Hartey, St Ann’s rd, Stamford Hill, 

Builder Edmonton Pet March 28 Ord April 24 


Amended notice substituted for that pene in the 
London Gazette of May 

Faw ey, Apiy, Hyde, — ‘Ashton ‘aie Lyne Pet 

April 28 Ord April 28 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baxrrr, Abert Joun, Burton on Trent, Brewer’s Labourer 
mr 17 at 11,30 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on 


a... ._ — Smethwick, Stafford, Grocer May 17 
at 2.10 County Court, West Bromwich 
ys fo Westbourne, Sussex, Baker May 18 at 
2.30 Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 
BENNETT, ws John. st, wR seed 1d May 16 at 2.30 
Bavkruptcy bldgs, Carey 


st 
Bewyion, Sternen, Leek, Staffs, Baddler May 17 at 11 
Off Rec, 23, Edward st, Macclesfield 
CarrgincTon, Hersert, Newfoundpool, Leic2ster, Builder 
May 16 at 12.30 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Co.ry, Cuares, Coven, Stafford May 18 at 11 Off Rec, 
Wolverhampton 
Cooper, Water, Oldbury, Worcester, Grocer May 17 at 
2 County Court, West Bromwich 
Cox, Wiiu1AM, Bedminster, Bristol, Hardware Dealer May 
7 at 12 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
mae. Epwarp James, Southam, Warwick, 
May 16 at 12.30 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Downman, Hucu Courtenay, Easton Ma’ udit, Northampton 
Ae a 2 12.30 Off Rec, County Court bidgs, 
Esearte, 2 cas rnd = ey St Lawrence, Norfolk, Market 
Gardener 20at1 Off Rec, 8 © Fase, Norwich 
ro Se Groner, K _ Lice 
yl 12 Bankruptcy 
Fiyy, ALFRED Hartey, St Aun’s Stamford Hill, Builder 
May léat3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, s, Temple av 
Frietcuer, Wituram Joun Harvey, Uttoxeter, ysician 
May 16at3 White Hart Hotel, Uttoxeter 
Francis, Tuomas, Blackburn, Greengrocers May 17 at 
12.30 County Court house, Blackburn 
Fry, Amy Fiorexce, Bradford May 18 at 11 Off Rec, 
31, r row, Bradford 
Futwewt, Epwix, Tile hill, Warwick May 17 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Guasson, Gzrorcr, Newlyn in Paul, Cornwall, Fish Buyer 
May 17 at 12 gh > Boscawen st, Truro 
Gopwix, yp Staffs wey 17 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfiel 
Harpy, Duptey, nen Caney Taree Artist May 17 at 12 
Bankru: ptcy bla 
Hoare, Enizaneta, ey Hants, Boot Maker May 18 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Eadless st, Salisbury 
Kiyprep, Harrie Mapotiy, i. Hotel Proprietor 
May 17 at 1045 Off Ree, 1 Hertford st. Coventry 
Lesuik, J C, Hassop, Derbys May 18at3 Off Rec, 40, St 
Mary’ s gate, Derby 
Liaarxs, WILLIAM _ Smethwick, Stafford May 16 
at12 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Mititwargp, Evian, Longton, Staffs, Collier’ 8 Loader 
or 16 at 10.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle under 
yme 
Montague, Freperick, Frome, 


wot Turner 
M maid - Ow Of Reo. Baldwin st, 3 t Off Rec, 
SEY, GEorGcE, Wa or! ylé6 ai = 
Trinity House In, Hull 
Pascoz, ANDREW, Newcastle on Tyne, Coal Merchant 
oy 16at11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


som Haruerty, Gutter In, Chea 
Victualler May 17 at1l Bankruptcy — 


Carey st 

Purturrs, Witi1AM, Liantrissant, Glam, Grocer May 16 at 
12 135, ‘h st, Lag 

Soe anufacturer May 17 at 12 


TMWER, and Tuomas Atonza Puuituirs, 
May 18 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey st 
Screecu, Cuartes James, Buckland, Portsmouth, Tailor 
> 6at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junct, High st, Ports- 
mou 
Simester, Tuomas Jony, Staffs, Baker Ma 
16 at11 Off Rec, Kings, Rewvastle under Lyme d 
Stone, Tuomas Honstey, Birmingham, 
May 17 at 11 174, Corporation st, _— 


Draper 


Pause, 


Pike, ALBERT, 


Rosinson, ALFRED 
Mile End rd 


Gaeverat Merrixe of 
will be held at their Hovss in Lge ge on Tess- 


Buiacx, Wiiitam Bearpsatt, Bramley, Leeds, Butcher 
Leeds Pet May6 Ord May 6 


Boorn, Wess, Grocer Ashton under 
Lyne Pet Aprill4 Ord Fem gg te! 23 
Canr, —— Hewry, Leicester, Dealerin Plate Leicester 


Pet May y 6 
Coarss, bl Epwakro, Sunderland, Furniture Dealer 
. weet ~~ ae See 
jopcsox, THomas SAMUEL, ° irmingham, Grocer 
Pet April 2 OrdMay5 d 


y 

Gopwiy, Exizaseru, Leeks, Staffs Macclesfield Pet May 

4 Ord May 4 

Maps, ome | — pk, Artist High Court 

Hansisox, my dln - i, Bruntcliffe, York, Blacksmith 
Pet May 5 ” Ord May 5 

ILLIAM, Get Grimeby, Coal Dealer Gt Grimsby 


May 3 
Hawsins, , on lates Bedford, Plait Sa'csman Luton 
Pet Ma: 


y2 Ord May6 
at , AtpemaRte Firznoy, Lowestoft, Fruiterer 
y4 
Hicsert, WituiaM Row.sxp, Nottingham, Saale - ol 
facturer Nottingham Pe 


me 

Pet Ma: 
Yarmouth Pet May 4 

Ord M 


Hiyptez, Rosert Soiowoy, ord Eswcx. Builder Tet: - 
ford Pet May 3 


a Tuomas, Thecherbert, Gam, Grocer Pontypridd 
Pet May 2 Ord May 2 
Kempson. Georce, Horacey rd, Builder High Court 


K fem = ay Leamingt Hotel Propriet 

INDRED, RRIE BOLIN, on, TO) or 
Warwick Pet April15 Ord May 4 

Laxe, Ernest Eowarp, Ventaor, I of W, Confectioner 
New; Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

Licerys, WILLIAM mr Smethwick, Stafford Coventry 
Pet May 4 Ord May 4 

Massixcuam, Hewry, Foulsham, Norfolk, Butcher 
Norwich Pet May6 Ord May 6 

MATTHEWSs, hed nar Treharris, ‘Glam, Stoker Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Ma Ord May 4 

Maycerr Lewis Frevanicx, Hornsey, Licensed Victualler 

Barnet Pct March16 Ord May 

Mercer, Jouy, Walw arth, Coal Merchant High Cour! 

Pet May 2 Ord May 3 

Montacve, 1, From:, Sanaa, Wood Turner 


4 aha 
_— Ria Walbro x, Solicitor High Court Pet 


ov2 Ord 
Rosixsoy, Pn ie, and Tuomas ALonzo Patties, 
Mile Corn High Court Pet March 6 
Rosrvson in. Hull, Grocer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet A 7 Oni May 6 


Rorgr, James Ricuarp, Paddletown, Dorsets, Da‘ryman's 
Dorchester Pet — 6 Ord May6 
Row tstong, WILLIAM, High Court Pet Feb 


277 5 

Scarecu, ye Jawes, Backland, Portsmouth, Tailor 
Portsmouth Pet May4 Ord May 4 

— Tuomas — » 3s, Birmingham Tyre Manufacturer 

76 

Tuomas, ALFRED, Warbore Hunts, Saddler Peterborough 

Tr. Pet May og Wilsall, Gig Saddler Walsall Pct 

ANTER, THUR, 

May 4 Ord May 4 ~ 

Travis, a. eeemam pata, Chester Ashton under 
Lyne Pet Ma: = Ord May 5 

Weoo Ei Epwarp Heyry, Great am, Baker Great 
Yarmouth Pet May 5 Ord May 


Amended notice substituted for oe published in the 
London Gazette of March 14: 
Rerce, WItiiam wr Rosexsveaoy, Copthallay High 
Court Pet Dec Ord March 8 


Amended notice pelts for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 28 
Voret, Orr> Gustav Morrrz Epwarp, Fleet ‘st, Hotel 
Manager High Court Pet March 24 Ord March 2¢ 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette 


of A 
McCormack, Jons, Hulme, oie Grocer Man- 
chester Pet March 25 Oni April 15 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London May Fr 
Set Aprx, ye "Ashtsn under Lyne Pet 





Al letters intended for publication in t ¢ 
* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 








AW FIRE INSURANCE SOCIETY, 
114, Cuaxcerr-taxn, Loxpox, 

May 9, 1899. 
Norick 1S uEREBY Given that an poy eed 
Shareholders of this Socrrrr 





Woop, Cuartes Mavcots, Constitw lub, North- a 
mberland ° pay, the 30th inst., at One p. » when the fol- 
Carey av May ‘18 at 11 “Bankruptcy bldge, ptm Rae my ton, whieh was duiy +s the requisite 
Woop, Joux Wittiam, Leeds, Joiner MayiSatil Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds’ v ated fof the Society on the 20d inet, wil Be ou 
That the t of the Society be 
ADJUDICATIONS. striking out Clause 38, and by substituting in liew of it the 
ALLIs¢ g > i » ” iO 
a: -" tage F aay As Lazonby, Cumberland C ca Di ot te he on 
Baker, A, osern, and Joux Ayxornew Kerry, vacates office otherwise than as herein 
meeps, Sn mg mg Pet May2 Ord 2 provided, the Directors the time being of the 
Baxnarp, Farvrrick Payye, Middle Barton, Oxford, iety be at liberty, as and when they think 
Plumber Oxford Pot April 29 Ord May 4 fit, to All up thus created; but 
High tor fill up any such vacancy * 
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Q 251 companys PLEASuRE|WATERLOW BROTHERS & LAYTON, L™’ 


24 & 25, BIRCHIN LANBSB, E.c. 





ORWAY, NORTH CA Caen, ‘SPTTZBERGEN, 
N ICELAND, 





Sy teak Simin NEW PUBLICATIONS. 
a. 3,912 tons register, 4,000 ie p., and SECOND EDITION mel ay and ENLARGED), containing more than Fifty Pages of Additional Matter on the 
6,910 tons register, 10,000 h.p., ow ’s Compensation Act,” and more than a Hundred New Cases and References, 
For wORWAY FIORDS and NORTH CAPE (for Mid- Demy 8vo, price 7s. 6d. ; Re with order, 6s. ; postage 64. ” 
19th Jue to 10th July. THE LAW OF EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY AND WORKMEN’S 
al -¥ — 7" ~ “ee COMPENSATION. 
For NORWAY, SPITZBERGEN (for Midnight Sun and By —THOM4AS BtvViEN, 
Polar Pack Ice), and a IGELAND Of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law, Author of Treatises on the Employers’ Liability Act, 1:S0, 
14th July wo 12th A — egligence at Law. 
tag = to ian doen’ Price 3s.; cash with order, 2s. 6d. ; 
De ee Eat ot. rerenssune,| HER MAJESTY’S J UDGES AND THEIR RELATION TO 
18th August to 15th September. ADVOC ACY. 


High-class Cuisine, String Band, &c. B RIoHARD HARRIS. Q.C., 
Managers : F. Green & Co. ; Anderson, Anderson, & Co. A Bencher of the ie, 2 Temple, Author of “ Hints on Advocacy,” “ Illustrations in Advocacy,” “ Before Trial,” &c. 
Head Offices : pens 
For Pr aeey com e latter firm at 5, Fenchurch- WATERLOW BROTHERS & LAYTON, co 24 & 25, Birchin-lane, London, E.C. 
avenue, seamen aS or to * West-End B Branch Office, 16, 
Cockspur-street, 


5 /- Allowed for DAVIDSON’S enna! 
TERMINABLE DEBENTURES. 5/ CONV. "EY ANCING PRECEDENTS, Sixteenth 
ration, in Part Payment for the Seventeenth Edition | 


NATIONAL MORTGAGE AND AGENCY sary Re £1 1s., or for cash with order, 17s. 64., post-free), | 
COMPANY OF NEW ZEALAND, LIMITED. path, Ninh i | 

















Chairman - - - H. R. GRENFELL, Esq. | THE KELLY LAW-BOOK COMPANY, LTO., 
CAPITAL - - - £1,000,000. Dealers in all Descriptions of Law Books. | 
Called Up, £200,000. . Unealled, £800,000. LINCOLN’S-INN-GATE, CAREY-ST., LONDON, W.C. | 
il eet REEVES & TURNER, 








The 
seven Years, interes peratle balf-yeariy by coupons | LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. | 
| 
| 


Libraries Vi | 
A Large Stock of Second-hand ear a and Text-books 
always on on Sale. 


SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXES. 





and full information to th tes of | 
gue ee ok team te Fee B Great | 00, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 9 Sizes in Stock. 
Winchester-s reet, London, E.C. 





=A BOOKS FOR LAW STUDENTS. | Best Quality, a Se. sot Black, 
THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, | | Publishea Pp SRO. HERE, 26 De ORien of Bn Saw | Prices from 8s. 6d. each. 


Students’ Journal, ” 16, Cursitor-street, Ch ncery-lane. a 
IIlustrated Catalogue of Solicitors’ Requisites 





LIMITED 
(Estasiisezp 183238), 
Interests in 














D. A. BUMSTED, FIA., Actunsy ont Goomteny. 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONER, 


BEDFORD ROW HOUSE, 56, Theobald’s 
JREVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS | Road, London, W.C. 


im 7 Sa or ag PROPERTY or ~~ = 

and Annuities RCHASED, or Loans NEW PRICE Lis NOW BEADY 
VEBSIONAEY INTEREST fo Bocre tert ares RE- : | M Farebrother, Ellis, & U publish the advertise 
Enabice. 144 esers, Parebrovun ullis, O. lish in the advertise 
hee o Bnge, Brand | THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898, | ment columns of “The Times,” “Standard,” and 
may ee na | Morning Post” every Saturday a list of their forthcoming 

™ Oo i CLAYTON. i Joint | Bales by Azticn. tm y alee lnens on the Ia of ove 
CLAYTO Secretaries. UTHOBITY. Month a u properties to et or wld 
= ” « ’ | ee landed and je ean estates, farms, freeho! 
hold houses, City offices and warehouses, und- 
requisite under the above Acts supplied on the | | ponte, = investments generally, which will be forwarded 





Purchase Real and Persona INDERMAUR'S MANUAL OF EQUITY. 4th Edition. free on application. 
Advance Money upon Fntereia snd tie es ’ NTS’ GUIDE TO PRIDEAUX. sical tee 
Paid Share and Debentare Cepital, 616.525. | _INDERWAURS R'S STUDENTS’ GUIDE TO PRIDEAUX: | povai COURTS STATIONERY WAREHOUSE, 
The ee from 17 King’s Arms-yard, to | Gust t published), Price 5s. 6d. on | 191 & 192, Fleet-street ; 1 & 2, Chancery-lane, London, E.C. 
30, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. INAL, Consisti f Advice | 
| GUIDES. a Ls aly = deg Cinna Ea me | Sale Days for the Year 1899,—Messrs. 
ENERAL | a ide to Common Law; 2) wi RE THE 
@ REVERSIONARY AND a) deo ‘Guide a | Property: @) Gniee (6) Guide — ve yy) k. — — 
4 ence ; | .° j ’ 0. announce 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, Lemp, oe Ornate tional Law, &c. The Guide No. 1 is by John | that the undermentioned dates have been fixed for their 
No. &, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. | Indermaur, Guide No. 2 by Charles Thwsites, and the | AUCTIONS of FREEHOLD, Copyhold, and Leasehold 
[Removed from 5, Whitehall.) | remainder by John Indermaur and Chas. Thwaites. | ESTATES, Reversions, Shares, Life Interests, &c., at the 
“Established 1836. | AUCTION MART, Tokevhouse-yard, E.C. 
Share and Debenture Capital - - £639,600. | STATIONERY FOR SOLICITORS, | iber appointments for intermediate Sales will also be 
pas cane ae eg lr ~ alee | i: i Thursday, A t 
ann interest ‘erred ursday, 18, ursday, Au; 10. 
charges. Policies Purchased. pices FREDERICK CORSE, et Ts. | Thursday, September 21. 
J Y Thursday, October 12. 
| 


Thursday, November 16. 
Thursday, November 23, 
Thursday, December 7. 

Thursday, December 14. 


| Thursday, October 26 








Fl 

















EDE AND sOK, ae ener 
shortest notice. iT 
So Pect-anect, Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad 
stnect, BO. 
ROBE A$ MAKERS — pm rome rs vt een 
| use. | 
MEMORAND. OF ASSOCIA | SALE NEXT TUESDAY.—No. 17, PATERNOSTER- 
soa hereucescmicararetiaee vs prea the ren aa | BOW, B C— Valuable Law Library, Capital Office Furni- 
A! ture, a % 
7 We fella inch, Corps of Lotion, hes » | i 
Bench, Corporation of LonAon, CHEQUES, he., engraved and OFFICIAL R. G. HERBERT-BURNS has received 
SEALS designed and executed. No for Bketches. | AML instructions to SELL by AUCTION, on the FIRST 
OKT MAY 16 Ee ore Se ak 
ROERs FOR EEN’S COUNSEL F N 5 a o" eck the well- 
auazs’s AND BARRISTERG Soli Seana) 9 acemet Books. mado OFFIOR FURNITURK, comprising a noble éft oak 


SOLICITORS Pg 2 seo | po ape —_ mahogany pedestal and other writing tables, 


i 
y bookcases, iron safes, set of vix light 





lew and Gowns for Registrars, Town oak ton mad and occasional chairs, nine nests of 
"Gates ask Goes ot tet’ "| RICHARD FLINT & CO., Spar tbr asc ass com 
| Aw ’ 
Corporation Eobes University and Clergy Gowns. | — thathioners, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, vp rd fall eatt and ane fine condi, Vests N oon, Law 
900) 0 ne 
ESTABLISHED 100. 49, YLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner | 27m ia tonto vale, ectsn gplinean 
——$_$__—__—— ’ .inn). _ May be prior and of sale, and 


"alae of hs Auelioaoo , Be ¢t Jame 


%, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 

















